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WORKSHOP ON

DIALECT DIFFERENCES IN THE SCHOOLS

Educational, Social and Economic Implications

SPH 491/538

Department cf Speech and Hearing
Cleveland State University
Cleveland, Ohio

Howard A. Mims, Ph.D., Associate Professor
Department of Speech and Hearing
Cleveland State University

Walt Wolfram, Ph.D., Professor

Department of Communication Sciences

University of the District of Columbia
and

Director of Research

Center for Applied Linguistics
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This material is to be used at various points during the workshop and there are |
readings provided to supplement the workshop lectures. It is suggested that parti-
cipants in the workshop read as many of the items as possible in preparation for
the various areas to be covered during the workshop. Even though there is a limited
amount of time between the workshop sessions, extensive reading of the material
is encouraged. The material is, of course, available for reference after the
workshop has ended.

The materials are arranged in the order in which they will be covered in the
workshop. A bibliography is provided for future reference.
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Walt Wolfrar
UDC and CAL /
Ccsu

INTRODUCTORY NOTIONS
1. The Continuum of Stsndardness
Sr saker

1. sg

: : : : : : NSE
Very Mild Slight Slight Mild Very

2. SE : : : : : : NSE

3. SE : : : : : : NSE

4, SE : : : : : : NSE

5. SE . : . : e NSE

2. Alternative Values of Language Differences

Rate the Speakers in Terms of the Following Attributes

SE : : : : : : NSE
Honest ‘ Dishonest
Friendly : : : : : : Unfriendly
’ Fluency Disfluency ?
Relaxed Unrelaxed

3. Divergence and Standard English
Rate the Speakers in Terms of the Following Dimensions

3z : : : : : : NSE

Non-Accerted : : : : : : hecened

4. On the cognitive Basis of Linguistic Patterning

a. Following is a set of items that can have the final consonant j
deleted in a non-mainstream variety

N wild cold left
find desk @ ad
* west act wasp

b. Following i{s a set of items that cannot eliminate the final consonan:
in a non-mainstream variety
¢olt heln.
o belt ne 5
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Language Patterning

Some dialects of English PUt an a-type sound before words that end
in ~-ing, so that we get phrases like a-hvatin' we will go. *One
scholar of the English language (Krapp 1925:268) said that "in
popular speech alwmost every word ending in -ing has a sort of
prefix, a-."

In the following pairs of sentences choose one of the sentences

that sound appropirate in terms of adding an a-prefix. Select only
one sentence from each pair.

1. a. John likes gailin'.
b. John went sailin'.

2. a. The woman was comin' down the stairs.
b. The movie was shockin'.

3. a. He makes money buildin' houses.
b. He makes money by buildin' houses.

4. a. She got sick workin' so hard.
b. She thought working was good for her.

5. a. Sadie was waitin' for an answer.
b. Sadie kept waitin' for an answer.

6. a. Scm was followin' the trail.
b. Sam was discoverin' the cave.

7. a. The dogs were eatin' the food.
b. The dogs were drinkin' the water.

8. a. We went walkin' 1a the woods.
b. We go walkin' in the woods.

9. a. The man vas confessin' his crime.
b. The man was hollerin' at the dogs.

10. a. I've never messed with dogs fightin'.
b. I've never messed with fightin' dogs.

o




Reactions to be Forms

In at least one dialect of English, there is a form of be that is used
vhere other dialects usa forms such as am, 1s, are, or will be. Ve thus ge:
sentcuces like He be fooling everybody. There's some question as to how this
fora is used, 80 we would likas to get your reactions to this form. Ve are
particularly intcrested in the reactions of people who do not mormally use
this forn as a part of their speech.

The following sentence pairs each contain an am, is, arc, or will be
word in stzndard English. Choose vhich of the sentcaces you think would scund
better vith the be form, but choose only one sentence in each pair. If you
are not sure, tske your best guess. PEncircle the sentence (either aor)d)
vhich you think scunds better with the form be.

1. a. Nis ears are itching right now.
b. Sometimes his ears are itching.

2. a. Vhe: we play temnic he is BY ‘partner.
b. The woman in the picture is sy mother.

3. a. Every time I go there he is busy. . |
b. I think he is busy today. !

. 4. a._ Be will be home tomorrov. |
b. He 1s home today. T

S. a. The m3n in the browm suit is my father.
b. My father is my teacher when ve g0 swimming.

6. - a. He will be thirteen in three weeks.
b. He is thirteen years old today. :

7. a. Sometimss John is late for school. ‘
b. Joha 4s late for school today.

8. a. Ne is sleeping st the moment.
b. Usually he is sleeping in the afternoon.
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Howard A. Mims
Cleveland State Univ.

PICTURE TEST OF MORPHOLOGICAI. FORMS - RESPONSE RECORD FORM

Date: Number:

Forms Responses

1. Noun - Plural /-z/ SE

2. Noun -~ Plural /-s/ SE

3. Noun ~ Plural /-iz/ 'SE

4. Noun = Irrecular plural SE

5. Noun - Possessive /[/-z/ BE - Its Joe book.

6. Noun - Possecsive /-s/ BE - Mr. Smif car

7. Noun - Possessive /-iz/ BE - ILts Alice doll

8. Verb = Concordance /-z/ BE - He plav ball

9. Verb - Concordance /-s/ : BE_- She cook dinner

10. Verb - Concordance [-iz/ *{ BE - He always catch a cold
11. Verb ~ Concordance /-83/ SE

12, Verb - Negative (do not) SE

13. Verb - (dces) SE

14. Verb - Negative (does not) SE

15. Verb - Special Allomorph (savs) BE - He always say ''no."
16. Verb - Past Tense /-d/ BE - He burn it up

17. Verb - Past Tense /-t/ BE - She laugh at him.
18. Verb - Past Tense /-id/ BE - He start the motor
19. Verh - To be (is aluavs) SE

20. Verb - To be (am) SE

21, Verb - To be (cm not) SE

22. Verb -~ To be (are) SE

23. Verb - To be (are not) SE

24, Verb - To be (is plus -ing) SE

25. Verb - To be (is plus adi.) SE

26. Verb - To be (is plus article) SE

27. Verb - To bef (is not) SE

28. Verb - To be (uas) SE

29. Verh = To he (was not) SE

30. Verb - To be (were) BZI - Mike and Pam was readineg.
31, Verb - To be (were not) 8E - They was not ready.
32. Verb = Mndal (will) SE

33. Verb - Madal fwould) SE

34, Verd - auziliare: (have) SE

35. Veorb - Auxiliarv (have not) SE
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RESPONSE RECORD FORM=-~-Continued

6

36. Verb - Auxiliary (has) SE

37. Verb - Auxiliary (has not) SE

38. Pronoun ~ Possessive (mine) BE - I would want this box to be mines
39. Pronoun - Possessive (their) SE

40. Pronoun - Reflexive (himself) SE

41. Adverb - Adjective +/-1liy/ BE - She throws the ball smoothe

42, Concordauce Plus Infinitive BE - He like to play football.

43. Concordance Plus Gerund BE - She enjoy sineing with Joe.

44, Question (1s?) SE

TOTAL

e =



GRAMMATICAL, PEHOROLOGICAL
AND LANGUAGE USE DIFFERENCES ACRGSS CULTURES

Walt Wolfram
Center for Applied Linguistics
and
University of the District of Columbia

Grammatical Differences Across Languages

Introduction

Grammatical systems are continually undergoing change, and the
results of various changes are reflected in the different varieties of
the language. Variation may come from "within the language' itself as
the system adjusts and readjusts its organization over time, or from
"outside the language" as structures are adopted from other languages
with which the language comes into contact. Thus, one dialect group on
the rural South retains an older form of English in its use of the a-

prefix in He was a- hunting while other groups have undergone a change

which eliminates this form. At the same time, a developing variety of
English in the Southwest, under the influence of contact with Spanish,

may pick up the use of no as a sentence "tag" in He weat to the store,

no? The sources of influence in the two cases might be quite different,

but the outcome 1is similar in that the variation differentiates

dialects.

Kinds of Grammatical Differences

Morphemes: Grammatical variation may be discussed in terms of two
basic levels of organization. One level relates to the way in which
words are formed from their meaningful parts, or "morphemes," of the
language. For example, a word such as gislg combines two morphemes, the
basic noun form girl and the plural suffix -s. A word such as buyers
consists of three morphemes, the basic verb form buy, the agentive -er,
which changes the word from a verb to a noun, and again, the plural

morpheme -s. Different morphemes may have quite different functi~ns.

14
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The form ~er in buyer changes the word class from a verb to a noun, and

is called a "derivational morpheme." On the other hand, the plural -s of

girls or buyers does not change the basic function of the word, and is

called an "inflectional morpheme." Inflectional morphemes in English
include the plural -s (e.g., girls, boys), third person singular =s
(e.g., She goes), possessive -s (e.g., The girl's bike) past tense -ed

(e.g., John guesced), progressive -ing (e.g., He is going), and
ccmparatives —er and -est (e.g., smaller, smallest).

Inflectional morphemes are particularly susceptible to language
variation. In some cases, the inflectional morphemes found in one
variety of English may be absent in another variety. Thus, the
current-day variety of standard English has a third person singular -s
form (this pa.tern is reduced considerably from a more extensive set of
person and number suffixes in earlier English) whereas a number of other
English varieties do not have this form (e.g., He goes versus ES_!EQ'
The elimination of some inflectional morphemes is a reasonable process,
given the fact that many of these morphemes carry little meaning in

themselves (e.g., the notion of person and number in a sentence such as

Such likes people is already contained in the subject of the sentence
and -s adds no new information).

In another major difference among language varieties, irregular
morphemes may be brought into conformity with the predominant regular
pattern. Thus, the plural of ox may become oxes, in conformity with the
regular plural pattern, or an irregular past form such as knew may
become knowed, on the basis of the predominant regular inflectional
pattern. Again, this is a quite natural development since there is
pressure within language systems to 'regularize" exceptions to
predominant patterns. Many different v-rizties of English participate
in this kind of wvariation, inciuding native speake:r varieties (i.e.
cases where English is learned as a first language) and ve.ieties whose

speakers have learned English as a second language.

11
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Although we often speak of native English variation and seccnd

-3

language acquisition variation together, it is important to distinguish
these two situations in our subsequent discussion. In the former case,
variation has been stabilized and perpetuated as an integral part of a
community dialect. 1In the lstter case, the variation is transitional in
nature, and many aspects of the variation will not end up as a part of
the variety passed on to successive generations within the community.
Variation in second language acquisition also tends to be much more
individualistic in terms of how extensive the differences are, as it
correlates with the stage of English acquisition. Both types of
situations exist in the English varieties discussed here. A dialect
such as Vernacular Black English is a prime example of native English
dialect, since it 1is generations away from 1its original source
languages. At the other extreme is a variety which we might refer to as
Vietnamese English, where most speakers exhibit variation stemming from
the second language acquisitional process. Still other varieties, such
as some American Indian English and Hispanic -English varieties, fall
between these extremes, with some aspects of variation due to the
acquisitional process and others firmly establi:hed in the variety of
English carried on the subsequent generations of speakers, including
those who are native speakers of Engiish. Because the minority groups
under discussion here include both types of situations, they shall
be discussed together, but it is important to keep this distinction in
mind throughout this discussion.

One of the important findings of second language acquisition studies
in the 1970's (Burt & Kiparsky, 1972; Dulay & Burt, 1974; Bailey, Madden
& Krashen, 1954) was the discovery that native language background
seemed to have little effect on the kinds of variations that took place
in English wmorphology. To a large extent, processes such as the
elimination of inflectional morphemes and regularization of irregular
forms take place regardless of the language background of the speaker.
For example, native Chinese speakers, coming from a system with
virtually no inflectional morphology, native Spanish speakers, with an

inflectional system showing both similarities and differences
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compared with English, and native Navajo speakers, with an extensive
irflectional system very different from English, will all reveal similar
kinds of variation in their morphology (e.g. third person -=s absence or
past tense absence). This is Decause the kinds of processes involved in
these variations relate %o general strategies of language learning and
cognitive patterning. These are, of course, the same kinds of processes
that have affected English from within through time, as some earlier
inflectional morphemes have been lost and earlier irregular forms have
been regularized. It is impe-tant to emphasize again that such
adjustment and variation is completely natural in language, a reflection
of the innate human organizational capacity.

Syntax: The other major level of grammatical organization is the
"syntax" of the language, where thi words are combined into larger
structures such as phrases and sentences. There are several aspects of
syntax affected in language variation. First, there is variation in the
basic kinds of word classes found in the syntax. For example, English
uses an "article" (e.g., a, the) with many kinds of noun phrases (e.g.,

the old man, a man), but many other language without articles (e.g.,

Japanese, Vietnamese) may often leave out the articles of English (e.g.,

0ld man take it; He like man).

Another exanmple of a word class difference involves the English
auxiliary, which includes the progressive (e.g., He is going; They were
coming), modal (e.g., She will go; She should come), perfect (e.g., They

have gone; They have eaten), and passive (e.g., They were beaten; The

food was eaten). Some systems do not have-anything comparable to the

English auxiliary system, whereas others have similarities and
differences. Given the structures included in the English auxiliary
system, speakers from quite different language backgrounds may show
variation in the use of auxiliaries. Some speakers, coming from
backgrounds without a comparable category of auxiliary (e.g.,
Vietnamese, Chinese), may not use particular auxiliary structures (e.g.,

He beat by someone; He not go to the store; or vary the use of forms

(e.g., Do I must go to the store; I have impressed with your house).

Other systems, with both similarities and differences, may show

particular kinds of difference. For example, Spanish has a number of

Y
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the same auxiliaries as English, but does not have a form comparable to
do, so that this form may be absent in certain Hispanic English

structures (e.g., He no went to store). Native language language

varieties may also develop different sets of auxiliaries, such as the
use of be in Vernacular Black English as a marker of a habitual activity

(e.g., His ears be itching), the use of done to refer to completed

action (e.g., She done went home), or "double modals" (e.g., She might

could do it).

A second type of syntactic variation involves the relations between
structures in the sentence rtather than the basic categories of
structures. For example, agreement patterns between subject and verb in

English (e.g., I was there; You were there) or the use of different

forms of the indefinite depending on the use of other negatives in the

sentence (e.g., He didn't do nothing/anything) relate tc relationships

between structures within the sentence. These kinds of p:otterns often

may be regularized {e.g., I was there; You was there) or "extended"

(e.g., the negative indefinite is used in all negative sentences) in
language variation. i

Another type of relationship often affected by language differences
is "case," where particular grammatical functions such as subject,
object, and possession are marked explicitly (e.g., "I" is the subject

form in I _go home, "me™ is the object form in John likes me, and "her"

is the possess’-2 form in It is her book). Speakers learning English as

a second language will often show significant variation in case usage

(e.g., Him took she book) whereas speakers of native varieties of

English may reveal minor variations in case use (e.g., Me and him went

home; It is they book).

The use of pronouns to refer to participants introduced previously
in conversation 1is a further example of an important relationship
between different structures. In some cases, language variation may

result in the absence of pronouns (e.g., My father so good. Brought us

all over here; I am waiting until find the right person). Although some

cases of this type are general to all speakers of English as a second

language, particular patterns of pronoun usage in a first language

14
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(e.g., Spanish can incorporate the pronoun within the verb form) may be
reflected in the English difference.

A third type of syntactic difference involves the linear arrangement
of structures. Sequences of structures and words within a sentence may
vary considerably. In some cases, this affects major categories such as
subject, verb, and object. The predominant pattern of.standard English
declarative sentences places the subject before the verb and the object

after the verb (e.g., The woman likes the class) but other languages

have different sequences which might be reflected in the English

variety. For example, a sentence such as The woman the class likes

reflects a subject-object-verb order as found in a language such as

Navajo or Japanese. A sentence such as Use many countriez English

reflects an verb-subject-object order as found in the Phillipine
languages, Tagalog and Ilocano. Significant differences in subject-
verb-object orders are found most often in second language variation as
direct influence of native language patterns different from those of
English.

Orher differences in order mway relate to the placement of words
within phrases. For example, the objective might follow the noun rather
than precede it for a Spanish speaker transferring the Spanish pattérn

to English (e.g., He went to the Club country for He went to the country

Club). Similarly, the negative particle comes before the verb phrase in

Spanish (e.g., He no could go with me), as opposed to placement after

the first auxiliary in English (e.g., He could not go with me), a

pattern which may be transferred to English verb phrases. Variation in
the order of native English varieties is not nearly as extensive as that
found in second languages, and typically involves extensions of
predominant patterns, such as the use of declarative word order with wh-

questions (e.g., What that was? Where he was yesterday?) or extensions

of adverb positions (e.g., We'd all the time get into trouble; Did ever

a stray animal come to your house?). Major differences in order

typically come from outside the system, as different language systems
transfer their influence to English syntax, whereas minor adjustments

may come from within the language as dominant patterns of ordering get
extended.

[ Y
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Some Sensitive Grammatical Structures

There is a recurring set of structures sensitive to language
acquisition situations and others represent natural adjustments to
English varieties no 1longer under the direct influence of other
languages. In the following sections, some of the major structures
subject to variations are presented briefly, with the understanding that
a given variety of English will be characterized by its particular
combination of differences.

Verbs: Verbs are among the structures most subject to variation
across the varieties of English. As mentioned earlier, one difference
involves the absence of verbal inflections, including: 1) past tense

(e.g., Yesterday, he mess up), 2) progressive -ing (e.g., He is go to

the store), and 3) third person singular, present tense -3 (e.g., He go

to the store). The absence of past tense and progressive =—ing are
mostly found in second language acquisition variation, particularly for
varieties where there is no comparable structure in the native language,
whereas third person =s absence occurs in both second language
acquisition and native language dialects. Irregular forms of the verb
are also quite sensitive to variation. In some cases, regularization
may take place (e.g., past tense know becomes knowed or the agreement

pattern of be is regularized as in I was, you was, he/she was, etc.); in

other instances, shifts between form uses take place (e.g., past forms

used for perticiple forms as in He has come here or participle forms

extended to past forms as in She seen him).
Another common variation in verbs is the absence of the copula or

"linking verb” be (e.g., He_ugly; you nice). Such absence is found in

both second language and native language varieties.
Verb Auxiliaries: Verb auxiliaries are also quite subject to
language variation. In some cases, auxiliaries may simply be absent

(e.g., He taken the test before; He going home) while in other cases the

functions of different forms are extended (e.g., The man has forgotten

by people; he was arrived early). The latter case is found only in

situations where English is learned as a second language, particularly

when the first language has no comparable structures (e.g., Vietnamese,

Navajo).

16
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In native English varieties such as Vernacular Black English, the

i

inventory of auxiliary structures may be expanded, s. that the use of

He done to refer to a completed activity (e.g., He done messed up) or

the use of been to refer to an event that took place in remote time

(e.g., They been know that for a long time now) constitute additione to

the basic inventory of auxiliary structures.
Hegatives: Two aspects of negatives are wusually affected in
language variation. Sometimes the form of the negative varies, so that

forms such as no (e.g., I no have the book), found in Spanish-influenced

varieties as well as other varieties where “nglish is a second language,
or the retention and extension of the older English ain't as found in

native English varieties (e.g., She ain't done; She ain't do it)

difforentiate varieties. The use of indefinite forms with negatives,
and is found in both second language native language varieties.
Although these aspects of negation constitute a minor change
structurally, they have become stereotypic, highly stimatized forms.
Nouns: The major varidation in nouns is in the inflectional
suffixes, including the plural and possessive. In both cases, the
suffixes may be absent (e.g., three boy; the boy hat). All second

language varieties may be affected by this variation. Native English

varieties may be affected as well, but not usually to the extent that
second language varieties are.

Pronouns: Various forms of pronouns are subject to language
variation. In part, this is due to the fact that pronouns still retain
case markings such as subject, (e.g., I, he), object (e.g., me, him).
and possessive (e.g., my, his). The variation typically involves

leveling some of the case functions (e.g., Me and him did it; She took

they book) and regularizing irregular forms (e.g., mines as a possessive

by analogy with his, hers, yours, etc.). More extensive shifts are

typically found in second language varieties (e.g., me is going; It is

she book) than native speaker varieties. Second language variatiou may

also be typified by oronominal absense (e.g., Bought the car; John take

to get the car), and variation in the form of pronouns (e.g., The man

what I told 'you about), whereas native speaker dialects seem Zypified by

minor variation in the forms of pronouns.
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Articles: For native speaker varieties of English, there are very
few differences related to articles. This is not the case for speakers
of English as a second language, particularly thc'e varieties which do
not have comparable forms in their native language (e.g., Chinese,
Vietnamese). Most typically, the article is absent (e.g., Man saw dog),
but some initial acquisition of articles in English will also result in
the extension of articles beyond -those required in standard English

(e.g., He drove to the Virginia). The specification of definite and

indefinite articles may also be affected (e.g. She got the toothache

last night) in individual cases, along with special quantifier forms

such as much and many (e.g., The store has much cabbage patch dolls).

Adverbs: As mention earlier, the position of adverbs in the
sentence is subject to some variation in both native speaker and second

language varieties of English (e.g., He all the time likes school).

Special kinds of adverb suffixes may also be subject to variation, such

as the use of -ly absence (e.g., She came from the South original).

Irregular comparative and superlative forms may also be regularized

(e.g.. gooder, awfulest, most awfullest). More extended variation to

comparative clauses with than (e.g., more...than) may be found in second

language varieties (e.g., George looks badder Mary). Finally, shifts in

the kinds of items used as adverbs may take place, such as the retention
of older English intensifyiing adverbs right or plumb (e.g., She is

right smart; He acted plumb foolish) as found in some native English

varieties. 1In some varieties of Hispanic English, hardly may be used in

both positive and negative sentences (e.g., Hardly eve:ything's Puerto

Rican, meaning 'practically everything's Puerto Rican'), which contrasts

with its standard English restriction to negative sentences.
Prepositions: As a word class, prepositions are highly susceptible

to variation, but it is difficult to specify general rules covering the

differences. In some cases, the semantic reference of a preposition in

one variety may be extended to cover broader semantic area than the

preposition in another variety (e.g., He put the cover in the chair,

where in covers the reference area of in and on for a speaker for an

English variety directly influenced by Spanish) while in other cases,
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different forms of prepositions are simply associated with specific

phrases (e.g., He got sick to/at/on/in his stomach). Although there are

-10-

many differences in prepositional usage, they usually have to be dealt

with on an itemby-item basis.

Conclueion

This presentation of structures has been brief and selective, but it
should underscore the natural, dynamic nature of language variation,
both in native language and second language varieties. Some aspects of
grammatical variation take place regardless of the historical language
background, but there are other aspects that are quite sensitive to the
influence of the background language so that some structural details of
specific language background is usually needzd to complete the picture

of such variation.

Phonological Differences Across Languages

Introduction

Phonological differences across languages and dialects are among the
most obtrusive characteristics of language. We acquire the ability to
perceive these dialect differences relatively early in life (as early as
three to five years of age) and throughout our life we observe how
people from different regions and language backgrounds pronounce words
differently from the way we do. These differences are fascinating to
both lay people and professionals alike, as most people comment on the
"accent" of the local people they encounter while traveling, or those
who come into their community from different regions.

Phonological variation is a very natural development in language, as
all living languages undergo continual change. One source of variation
comes "from within the language" itself, as languages naturally adjust
and readjust their phonological systems over time. Today's standard
English is much different from that spoken centuries ago, as some sounds

have been lost and others changed. For example, the current spelling gh

La—)y
o)




\7

in through or bought once represented a sound (pronounced something like
the German ch [x]) which has since been lost, and the vowel of best and

-11-

meek has changed its phonetic value from [e] to [i] through the

‘ centuries.
Other sound differences come from "outside the language", as English
has adopted sounds from other languages with which it has come into
contact. Thus, the introduction of the phoneme {3/ into English (e.g.,

azure, leisure) is attributable to the influence of French borrowings

into English. At this point, the sound is an integral part of the
standard English phonological system, but its introduction came directly
from another language.

Current phonological variation in English results from processes no
different from those that have molded the structure of English phonology
over time. Some of these differences simply reflect various rates of
language change within English, as rome structures have undergone change
while others have resisted it. For example, the pronunciation of voiced
fricatives such as /3/, /z/, and /v/ as stops before nasal sounds (e.g.,

sebm for seven, headen for heathen, or wada't for wasn't) is currently a

process found only in Southern-based, socially stigmatized dialects of
English, but it is a quite catural process that might affect a wide
range of English dialects =sventually. On the other hand, fhe
pronunciation of ask as aks, which is found in some of these same
varieties, represents the retention of an older English form (a quite
standard form in its day) that resisted the change of standard English.
In some cases, the rate of natural change is accelerated in one variety
and in other cases it is slowed down, but the effect is the same as one
variety ends up different from another.

Other differences in current English varieties reflect the peculiar
language contact history of a group of speakers. For example, the
pronunciation of standard English Lf/ as /fj/ in some Hispanic-Englisi:
dialects is a reflection of Spanish language background, where /E{/ is
not contrasted with é// (typically caly /E’/ is found). Similarly, a
Vietnamese English speaker may pronounce this {'/ as /s/ (e.g., wish as

wis), reflecting influence from the Vietnamese language, which does not

2
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differentiate either /|/ or /ﬁ&/ from /s/. Again, these changes "from
outside” are really no different from those that have affected English
historically, but the particular language of influence (e.g., Spanish or
Vietnamese) and the acceptance of such variation into the mainstream
system set it apart from the historical influence on English phonology.
In some cases, variation from outside is transitional, occurring simply
as a function of learning English as a second language. In other cases,
changes from outside may be incorporated into a more stable, community
variety of English which is passed on to successive generations of
speakers who learn English as a first language. In this discussion, it
is important to separate native speaker phonological variation from
second language variation although both types of situations characterize

the language communities under discussion here.

Kinds of Phonological Differences

Thera are several ways in which phonological differences may be
manifested. One case involves the use of a common phoneme which is
simply pronounced differently in certain varieties of English. For
example, most native dialects of English have a phoneme represented as
/R/ (e.g., bat, mad) or /2/ (e.g., bought, cough), but the way in which
the phoneme is produced phonetically varies considerably f£from one
dialect .to another. This is a case where the alternative pronunciations
have evolved for the most part from within the English language as it
has spread out over space and time. In another instance, such variation
may come from outside the system. For example, the particular
pronunciation of the /r/ phoneme in English differs from that of many
languages, and speakers influenced by other languages (e.g., Spanish,
many Asian languages) may pronounce this phoneme differently in various
stages of acquiring English as a second language.

A second kind of variation involves eliminating contrasts between
the basic phonemes of a language. For example, Spanish speakers may not

contrast /s/ with /z/ i1 English (e.g., Sue and zoo would not be

distinguished), or Vietnamese speakers would not distinguish /s/ from

{j/ in English (e.g., see and she would not be distinguished). In these
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cases, an English phonological contrast is lost because the lack of
contrast in the native language 8ystem is "transferred" to English.
From within the language, the contrast between sounds may also be lost
in certain phonetic contexts, so that the vowel of sure would not be
distinguished from that in shore in some varieties of English, or the
vowel in pin would not be distinguished from the vowel of pen in other
varieties.

Finally, there are differences in presence or absence of particular
phonemes. TFor example, some dialects of English will delete /r/ after a

vowel (e.g., ca'd for card or bea' for bear) and others will delete an

initial w in items such as good 'un for good one or young 'un for young
one. By the same token, some dialects will insert a t in clifft or

acrosst. These are differences that have developed from within English
itself, and have now become socially and regionally significant. There
are a number of English varieties which also have lost items because of
the 1influence of another language. Thus, varieties of English
influenced by romance languages such as Spanish, many American Indian
languages such as Navajo, or many Asian languages such as Chinese will
show the reduction of consonant clusters at the end of a word (e.g.,

wes' for west or fia' for find) because the "source" language does not

have these consonant combinations.

In describing the various kinds of phonological differences, it is
important to include information about the phonetic environment. Sounds
are greatly influenced by their phonetic environment, and phonological
differences between varieties are typically very sensitive to this
factor as well. By phonetic context here, we are referring to 1)
positions in words (e.g., in word initial position, /@/ becomes a stop
as in tink for think; in word-final position, /#/ becomes a stop as in

baf for bath); 2) surrounding sounds (e.g., /€/ before nasals becomes

/1/ so that ten is pronounced the same as tin; /t/ between 8 and r may
become /k/, as in skreet for street or skream for stream); oz 3)
prosodic or suprasegmental structures such as stress (e.g., unstressed ij

may become n as in singin' for singing; unstressed initial syllables

may be lost as in 'bove for above, or 'lectricity for electricity).

)
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The Social Dimension

Although phonological differences are quite noticeable to most
speakers of English, they typically are not as socially significant as
grammatical differences. In part, this is due to the strong regional
and language background factor attached to pronunciation differences,
particularly for the vowels. When citing vowel differences of English
speakers (e.g., the pronunciation of the vowels [I] and [E] before
nasals), it is always necessary to specify a regional distribution in
addition to a social and/or ethnic one. Overall, consonant differences
are not quite as sensitive to regional differences as vowels, but there
is still a strong regional component that must be considered when
discussing the distribution of consonants such as /1/ (e.g., the loss of

/1/ before a labial consonant such as he'p for help or woof for wolf) or
/r/ (e.g., the loss of /r/ following vowels).

For English varieties influenced directly by other languages, the
phonological differences usually reflect the imposition of patterns from
the native or source language. In most cases, the resulting system is
identifiable in terms of the language family history. For example, a
speaker of English from an Asian language not differentiating /r/ .and
/1/ might predictably alternate these English sounds (the stereotypical

alternation of 1 and r in rice and lice). A speaker from a romance

language background would typically distinguish the /r/ and /1/ but
would pronounce them differently from the native English speaker. 1In
both cases, the differences would systematically reflect thellanguage
history, but in different ways. The result is often an identifiable
social and ethnic variety of English. Thus, the phonolugy of Hispanic
varieties of English would be distinct from a Navajo variety of English
by virtue of the phonological features of Spanish and Navajo that are
transferred into the English system. Understanding something about the
source language background is esseatial in these cases, since the
influence of the first language is usually quite direct. For native
English dialects, it is essential to determine both the regional and

social background of speakers as a basis for understanding the normal

dimensions of phonological variation.

™
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Sensitive Phonological Structures in English

The examination of a wide range of English varieties reveals a
recurring set of structures that show variation. Some of these items
involve the basic inventory of English sound segments, such as /@/ and
/ﬁ-/, while others affect the sequencing of sounds, such as the
combinations of consonant clusters that occur at the end of words. The
sensitivity of these structures to variation is due, in part, to some
unique features of English phonology and, in part, to the inherent
phonetic structure of some of the sounds or sequences of sounds
themselves. Other sources which treat the features in more detail
(e.g., Wolfram & Fasold, 1974; Williams & Wolfram, 1977; Wolfram, 1985)
should be consulted for a more comprehensive description.

Word-Final Clusters: Very few languages in the world have a set of
final consonant clusters or blends as extensive as English. In fact, it
is somewhat unnatural for languages to, sequence final consonants as
standard English currently does, and a natural variation is the
reduction of such clusters (e.g., west, find, or cold become wes', fin',
and col', respectively). Most of the minority group language varieties
considered here participate to some extent in a final cluster reductionm
process, although the extent of the application will vary from variety
to variety. A dialect such as Vernacular Black English limits cluster
reduction to those clusters ending in a stcp such as /t/ or /d/ (e.g.,
tes', wil'), whereas a variety such as Vietnamese English may extend it

to other final segments (e.g., bok or bo' for box or lap or la' for

lapse) because of the limited extent to which consonants occur at the
ends of words in the source language.

Word~Initial Clusters: English also has a fairly extensive set of
word-initial consonant clusters. These initial clusters may vary as
well, although they never seem to be affected as much as final
clusters. Once agair, the differences reflect language background. For
example, the initial sk and st may be changed by native Spanish speakers

by inserting a vowel (e.g., eschool for school or estate for state).

This change accomodates the Spanish pattern in which st and sk are
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always preceded by a vowel. A group from another language background

might reduce these clusters, producing either s'ate or ‘'tate for state

or s'ool or ‘'kool for school. This pattern is found in Vietnamese

English, for example, where it accommodates the Vietnamese system in
which this cluster is not found. Dialects more removed from the direct
source language historically (e.g., Vernacular Black English, some
American Indian English varieties) reveal relatively little variation in
initial clusters.

Final Consonant Singletons: English also has a fairly extensive
set of final consonant singletons, which may uindergo change when in
contact with other systems. The most common differences are deletion of
the final consonant (e.g., goo' for good) or the use of a cognate
voiceless sound (e.g., goot for gggg). To a large extent, the
historical language background will dictate the particular consonants
affected by the variation.

Interdental Fricatives /8/ and /%/: The interdental fricatives /8/
and /}/ are ameng the sounds most susceptible to phonological variation
in English because of their status within the system (e.g., few
contrasts are based on this set and they are phonetically quite
involved). The predominant alternatives include a stop (e.g., dose for
those, tink for think) and fricative (e.g., sink for think; baf for
bath). The particular sound used for /8/ and /¥/ is quite dependent
upon the phonetic context of the sound (e.g., word-initial versus
word-final, surrounding sounds such as a nasal) and the historical
language source.

The Liquids /r/ and /1/: The English pronunciations of /r/ and /1/
are relatively rare, making them vulnerable to variation. Following

vowels, these sounds are often absent (e.g., ca'd for card; he'p for

help) or reduced to a vowel-like sound. In word-initial position, the
/tr/ or /1/ are retained, with some different pronunciations found in
varieties where English is the second language.

Palatal Fricatives Ijl, 131, Ig /, Ig /: In situations where
English is learned as a second language, the palatal fricatives are

often changed to conform to the source language system. For example,
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Spanish has only one of these phonenmes, /Ef/, so that the other members
of the set may be changed to /gj / (e.g., wish becomes witch; ridge
becomes ricn). Otaer varieties, based on a system not including the

palatal sounds, may use /8/ or /t/ (e.g., wis for wish, wit for witch).

Vowels: Another characteristic that sets English apart from other
languages is the number of vowel phonemes in English (with as many as 12
or 13 different vowel phonemes, depending upon the interpretation). One
characteristic of many vowels is their gliding nature. Basic vowel
units often consist of vowels gliding into other voweis, such as the
vowels of eight or boat, which are actual [ei] and [oU] phonetically.
Vowel differences are among the most directly transferable items to
another language, and the closer a variety is to its source language
historically, particularly where English is learned as a second
language, the more extensive the influence will be. Quite typically,
contrasts between /i/ (e.g., beet, leap) and /I/ (e.g., bit, lip), /&/,
(e.g., bet, let) and (/e2e/ (e.g.,bat, lap), /u/ (e.g., Luke, coop) aund
/u/ (e.g., look, put), /a/ (e.g., father, calm) and /%/ (e.g., cut,

above), and /o/ (e.g., boat, vote) au. /J/ (e.g., bought, caughtv are
affected. This can be a fairly imposing set of vowel contrasts affected
by language transfer. The nature of the source language system must be
examined closely to determine which .of these contrasts will be affected
in English.

For most English varieties no longer under the direct influence of
another language, changes in basic vowel contrasts are usually limited
to a restricted set of phonetic contexts (e.g., the case of the vowels
in pen and pin where the contrast is only eliminated before nasals).
the most dialectally sensitive vowels within native varieties are
probably /O/ and /&£/.

Conclusion

This brief survey of phonological differences shows that they result
from quite natural developments of language over time and space. The
variation may come from within the language itself or from the
imposition of phonological patterns from another language. There are

some common phonological structures of English that are particularly
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sensitive to change, but the way in which the differences are manifested
is usually specific to the source language background of the community.
It is reasonable to expect that speech-language pathologists and
audiologists in a multicultural setting have an adequate grasp of the
normal phonological differences of the populations they serve. In some
cases, there are available descriptions of these varieties, but in other
cases the speech-language pathologist or audiologist may have to assume
a practical research role, by collecting data about the phonological
systems of languages that influence the English variety and by noting
the regular patterns that characterize particular communities. These
descriptions should include information about the particular phonetic
production, the phonetic context in which the sound change occurs, and
appropriate social observations about speakers who use the form. As
observers of linguistic behavior, speech-language pathologists and
audiologists should be in an excellent position to contribute to the
understanding of many types of dialect differences, as they apply

analytical skills that focus on the systematic patterns of phonological

variation.

Language Use Differences Across Languages

Introduction

Language involves considerably more than the simple transmission of
literal content. In every language, there are a variety of ways
available to convey the same information, and the choice of a strategy
to communicate something must take into account a number of different
social and cultural factors. Knowledge as to when and how to use
various forms is just as important in effective communication as the
knowledge of grammatical and phonological rules. Futhermore, the
failure to abide by the conventions for language use can lead to
significant social dissonance and conflict. In fact, some of the
communication breakdowns between different social and ethnic groups in
our society are reflected acutely in the failure to wunderstand how

language is used in different situations.
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Considerations of language use enter into a number of areas of
clinical concern. Over the last decade, there has been an increasing
concern with assessment and remediation related to a broader
communication base, and there now exist a number of diagnostic and
therapeutic programs related to language use rather than language form.
Furthermore, considerations of language use can be critical in the
social interaction that clinicians have with clients and caretakers
from a variety of social groups. In a multicultural setting, the
purpose of communication often becomes more important than the structure
of the language forms.

There are a number of different ways in which language use might be
discussed, but we shall examine it in terms of two major categories,
"language pragmatics" and "conversational organization." In reality, of
course, the notions of pragmatics and conversational organization are

inseparable as they combine in the communication process.

Pragmatics

The term pragmatics refers to how the forms of language are used to
carry out the particular functions of language in its social setting.
The important issues concern WHAT to say, to WHOM, WHEN, and WHERE.
There are a number of different notions that have been treated as part
of pragmatics, and several of these have particular relevance in a
multicultural setting. One important concept in communication is the
“"speech act," which refers to the social action that is accomplished
through the use of language, such as directing a person to carry out an
activity, making a promise to someone, or apologizing for a behavior.
From this perspective, the speaker's REASON for communicating is
central. Although there are many ways to form sentences, there are a
limited number of behavioral functions that can be carried out. Among
the basic types of speech acts are the following:

1) directives, in which a person is directed to do or stop doing
something (e.g., "Say the word for me!); 2) commissives, such as
promises or pledges, in which the speaker is committed to some future

course of action (e.g., "I'll be there in a minute");
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3) expressives, in which the speaker's feeling about something is
expressed (e.g., "I'm sorry I missed therapy yesterday");

4) representatives, in which the speaker expresses a belief in the

truth or falsity of something (e.g., "She gave the test to the
clinician"); and

5) declarations, in which the statement brings about a change in the
state of affairs by its very utterance (e.g., "I am appointing you
supervisory clinician for today")

Within each basic speech act, there are a number of more specific
actions, so that ordering, requesting, and commanding are particular
kinds of directives, and apologizing, congratulating, and thanking are
particular kinds of expressives.

All languages and dialects are quite capable of performing the same
basic kinds of speech acts, but how the speech acts are carried out and
the conditions under which they are appropriate may vary considerably.
Statements may be softened and made less direct, or they may be strong
and direct. For example, consider the range of sentences that might be
to direct a client to practice a particular exercise:

Do this exercise!

Can you do this exercise?

Would you mind doing this exercise?
Let's try this exercise?

This exercise will help.

Each of these sentences may "do" the same thing in terms of
directing the client to perform the exercise, but with varying degrees
of directness, ranging from the direct command to perform the exercise
(grammatically, the imperative form) to the indirect statement of the
reason for doing the exercise (grammatically, the declarative
sentence). Particular utterances are appropriate for some situations
and not others. Thus, a parent in the home might not hesitate to tell a
child directly to perform the exercise; on the other hand, a young
clinician working with an older, respected client might use a more
indirect strategy for carrying out the directive. The situational

context and social relationships of tue participants gzre important
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factors that go into defining the appropriateness of different
utterances in these cases.

Given the variety of factors that have to be taken into account by a
native speaker of English in choosing a strategy for carrying out a
speech -act, it is easy to imagine how problematic the appropriate choice
of a strategy can become in a multicultural context. One type of
difference involves the use of a more direct form of the speech act than
that called for by the conventions of the mainstream variety. For
.-xample, a caretaker from a Spanish-~speaking background might make a
request for a document from a clinician by simply saying "Give me the
test results please!" thinking that the statement is sufficiently polite
because of the inclusion of the word "please." The conventional usage
of English, however, would call for a more indirect strategy such as
"could I possibly see the test results?" or "I would like to see the

test results."

Unf: ‘tunately, many of these cases of direct speech acts
may be misinterpreted as rudeness and discourtesy by a native English
speaker when they simply indicate different conventions for the use of
direct and indirect strategies in speech acts.

Related to the notion of how language is used to accomplish various
speech acts is the difference between literal and non~literal language
use. For example, a statement such as "what are you doing" may have
both a literal and non~literal interpretation depending upon the
context. It may be interpreted literally as a request for explanation
in one context, such as a classroom where a student asks this questiocn
to a teacher. However, if a teacher utters this sentence upon entrance
into a classroom of misbehaving children, it is not a iiteral request
for information but an indirect directive to stop their misbehaving. 1Imn
fact, if the children were to respond to the question as a literal
request (e.g.. by answering "We're playing tag"), this might evoke a
further, more direct reprimand from the teacher such as, '"Don't act
smart!"

The distinction between liiteral and non~literal content 1is not
always obvious, particularly in a cross-cultural setting where both the

structure of the form and the situational knowledge must be shared by
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the participants for the communication to be carried out successfully.
For example, in English, a casual greeting such as "How are you?" is not
to be taken as a literal request soliciting a report on an individual's
physical or mental state; instead, it is simply a ritualistic greeting
expressing polite acknowledgement of another person. A native Spanish
speaker, however, might interpret this literally as a request for such a
report on the person's state of health in accordance with the
conventions of language use in Spanish. This, in turn, may be met by
impatience and discomfort on the part of the native English speaker who
did not intend this as a literal request for information.

The failure to distinguish between literal and neon-literal intention
is particularly subject to misinterpretation and intolerance across
cultural groups. For example, the kind of exaggerated "boasting" often
associated with the language style of the boxer Muhammad Ali was not to
be taken literally, but simply as a kind of humorous inventiveness.
However, many people found this boasting offensive, since it did not
match their expectations that deeds should literally match the words
used when talking about physical prowess. In fact, in mainstream White
culture, any mismatch between word and deed 1is expected to be
understated rather than overstated, in accordance with the value placed
upon the projection of personal humility about physical capabilities.
(Kochman (1981) reports many examples of cultural conflict in language
use among Black and White Americans related to such expectations.) So,
it can be seen that underlying cultural values often enter into the
determination of situational appropriateness.

In the preceding discussion, focus was on cases where language use
by a cultural group seems more direct than the conventions of mainstream
standard English. But there are also many cases 1in which the
coaventions of a language roup may call for more indirectness than that
found in mainstream American Engiish. These cases are just as subject
to misinterpretation. For example, in some Asian language communities,
the conventions for the use of directives in some situations may call
for more indirectness than that required by the mainstream English

convention. If a speaker from such a backgound utters a sentence such
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as "I'm glad that you conducted the test" to an authority in the clinic,
it wmight function as an indirect request to obtain the results. Two
possibilities for misinterpretation exist here. 1In one instance, the
mainstream English speaker might view the statement literally as an
expressive speech act and feel no obligation to respond to it as an
indirect reques: to obtain the results of the text. Thus, the purpose
of the utterance would not be fulfilled in terms of the speaker's
intention. In another instance, a speaker of mainstream English might
utter a sentence with one intention and unwittingly evoke a different
communicative function. Thus, a speaker who utters a sentence such as
"Is there much Szechuan food in this area?" to a hostess in a Chinese
home, might unwittingly be perceived to be making indirect request to
have such food made available, which would represent a considerable
infringement upon the obligations of the hostess.

Unfortunately, there is a tendency to become so accustomed to our
native language and dialect strategies for carrying out speech acts that
we fail to understand and appreciate different conventions. Our initial
reaction is to account for different language uses according to our own
conventions for directness and indirectness. We, thus, interpret more
directness than we are accustomed to as basic rudeness and more
indirectness than we are used to as discomforting unassertiveness. It
must be remembered, however, that tco much directness or indirectness on
the part of mainstream English speakers has exactly the same effect on
people from other cultures. In fact, language use is an integral part
of the stereotypical "ugly American" image that has developed abroad.

In applying the insights from pragmatics across language groups, we
must be willing to seek a speaker's underlying purpose in communication
and accept the fact that this can be accomplished in many different
ways. We further need to recognize some of the important situations and
social relationships that determine the particular strategies that are
used., As mentioned above, some of these dimensions cannot be
appreciated fully without understanding the cultural values and beliefs

that lie beneath the use of language.
’
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The Structure of Conversation

One of the essential functions of language is its role in the
establishment and maintenance of social interaction. Conversation is
ché mechanism through which much of this social interaction takes
place. As with other aspects of language use, conversation can be
highly structured in its organization. Some of this organization is
fairly obvious, but other aspects of conversational structure are more
subtle. In a multicultural setting, the biggest obstacle to effective
communication is the assumption that the conventions for conversational
organization from our language bau _round are universal organization
from our language background are universal in nature. 1In reality, the
specific ways in which conversation is carried out may vary a great
deal.

As with pragmatics, the social context and social relationships of
the participants are essential to the conversational format. Thus,
classroom instruction in a middle-~class White context dictates that the
audience remain silent except for "turns" recognized formally by the
instructor. More than one White instructor has been frustrated in a
classroom when Black or Hispanic students reacted in a more
"spontaneous' way to the comments by the instructor due to different
conventions for entering into the discussion. With another group, such
as that of some native American Indisn cultures, the instructor might be
frustrated by the hesitancy of students to accept an “opportunity" to
respond. The point 1is that there are various conventions for
determining how to respond to talk in different situations, and the
mainstream English convention for such response is only one option. It
is not universal, and different conventions must ba recognized.

Conversations can be thought of in terms of several diZferent parts,
including the selection of a "topic" of conversation, starting the
conversation, taking turns in talking, and closing the conversation.
While these components are universal, the conventions for carrying them
out can be quite culture-specific. Before we ever start a conversation,
we must decide WHAT we can say to WHOM, and under what circumstances.

For example, in mainstream American culture, there are certain

2
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you?" in a service encounter) and it becomes necessary to understand
both the kinds of available openers and the appropriate responses by the
addresses (e.g., "That's okay" for an apology or "Just looking” in a
service encounter).

Beginning a conversation also brings up the issue of how a person is
addressed. Rélacions of social status, age, sex, familiarity, and group
identity may bYe important, and the changes of misinterpretation
increase different cultures determine the relative importance of these
factors according to various weightings. For example, many mainstream
Americans treat social status as more important than age in their choice
of address forms, so that an older person working as a laborer might be
addressed on a first name basis by a younger person. However, such a
choice is considered offensive by minority group members who respect age
regardless of mainstream social status. In fact, all of the major
minority groups considered here would probably find such a behaviocr
insulting, and "lack of respect” in address forms is one of the most

frequently cited and obvious examples . of cultural and ethnic

insensitivity.

Once a conversation 1is started, keeping it going involves a
different set of behaviors on the part of the conversational
participants. Some of the signals are non-verbal (e.g., physical
distance, gestures, facial expressions), but there are also spoken

signals. In mainstream English, Mmms and Uh-huhs serve this function,

as do words such as Yeah, Exactly, Right, and so forth. Different

groups naturally vary in terms of the kinds of reinforcement offered to

speakers by their listeners and the types of signals used to “take a
turn® in the conversation. For example, in some American Indian and
some Asian groups, there may be less verbal reinforcement, or
"backshadowing" by the addressees in a conversation than that found in
mainstream English speaking groups, and there are fewer "interruptions"”
in the conversation. Furthermore, among many American Indian groups,
there is a greater tolerance of silence in the pauses between turns in
the conversation =- silences that mainstream Americans rush into and

fill. On the other hand, backshadowing in some Black and Hispanic

Q
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well-known taboo topics, such as talking about sex or politics in

25~

certain situations, asking direct questions about income or age, and so
forth. Before we start a conversation, we must decide WHAT is safe to
talk about and with WHOM, and uander what circumstances. Thus, in
mainstream American culture, an individual does not tell a non~intimate
acquaintance that he or she is getting heavy either directly or
indirectly (one doesn't say '"You're putting on a lot of weight" or even
"“"You look like you've been eating well lately") unless there are very
specialized circumstances (e.g., a doctor to a patient, a comment to a
person who has been sick). However, the same restriction does not hold
for comments about losing weight, since it is considered a desired
cultural trait. Other groups do not necessarily share the specific
delimitation of what topics are appropriate for certain social
situations with that of mainstream American culture. Thus, the
conventions for comments on weight gain and loss, as reported for some
Asian cultures, might even be the opposite of the mainstream
convention. Or, direct questioning such as "What do you do for a
living? might be considered appropriate in some mainstream social
gatherings but considered inappropriate by some minority groups in a
comparable situation (Kochman 1981). The determination of what
constitutes a viable topic for conversation under what circumstances is
a prerequisite to any conversational exchange.

Once topics for conversation have been established, it is necessary
to identify the conventions for starting the exchange. These include
greetings and other openers. Many greetings simply consist of
ritualized formulas, but the appropriate formulaic exchange may differ
from group to group. An utterance such as "What's happening" (as used
by some Black speakers), "good afternoon" (as used by some Spanish
speakers), or "How you doing?" (as used by some mainstream speakers) all
may function in the same way in terms of establishing recognition and
each has a prescribed response formula (e.g., '"Nothing to me" by a Black
speaker). Other openers may involve different conventions of language
usage, depending upon the situation (e.g., the "apology" as in "Excuse

me but ..." used to open a conversation with a stranger or "Can I help
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groups may occur more frequently and verbally at different points than

-27-

that found in mainstream American. Mainstream English speakers,
accustomed to the conventions of their native language or dialect, may
find both kinds of differences disconcerting from their perspective. In
the former instance, there is a feeling of uneasiness and discomfort as
the mainstream speaker wonders if participants are. "following the
conversation;" in the latter instance, there is a feeling of frustration
because the speaker does not feel in control of the conversation. In
these situations, an appreciation for different conventions in carrying
on a conversation is helpful in alleviating the discomfort. For anyone
working im a multicultural context, such an awareness must be
consciously developed.

In conversation, there are cases where the exchange can be reduced
to a kind of formula for carrying out a particular speech act. In the
preceding discussion, certain types of greetings followed this format.
Howe.er, these ritualized formats are only one kind of event that
follows -this pattern. Acts such as complimenting and apologizing follow
rules for both statement and response. For example, in mainstream
English, there is a limited way of expressing a compliment (Hatck 1981)
(e.g. "That's really a nice car;" "I really like your car") and a
pattern for responding, which may include acceptance and offer
additional information about the item conplimented (e.g., "Thank you, I
bought it at Gordon's"). In other language groups, such as Spanish and
Japanese, the appropriate response to the compliment is to deny the
positive evaluation (e.g., "It's not really very nice;" "Oh no, it's
nothing”). To a mainstream speaker operating on the basis of the
English convention, this kind of response may result in a reinforcement
of the compliment (e.g., "No, I really do like it a lot"), when, in
fact, the person simply meant to acknowledge the compliment in an
appropriate way according to a different set of language convencions.
Situations such as these can lead to considerable difficulty in
fulfilling the actual purpose of communication.

Finally, there are conventions for conversational closings.

Speakers do not simply turn away from each other abruptly and without

36
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explanation when terminating a cooperative conversation. First of all,

a participant “passes" a potential turn in the conversation by saying
something like "OK," "Well" or "So." This signals a desire to end the
conversation, which may be accepted or rejected by the other
participant(s). Then there are several options in mainstream English
for taking leave, including a compliment (e.g., "It was nice to talk to
you"), or & "reasonable" excuse to terminate the conversation (e.g.,
"I'11 let you get back to your work not;" "I have to pick up may car at
five"). We cannot say things such as "This conversation is boring, so
I'm leaving" or "1'd rather be talking to lorraine than you," even if
such a feeling represents the real reason for closing a conversation.
The failure to recognize conventional cues for closing a conversation
can lead to some awkward situations, as speakers from different groups
may not know when it is safe to leave or how to allow others to exit a
conversation gracefully. All languages and dialects allow for graceful
closing routines, but the conventions for carrying these vary across
different groups. Knowing how to close off a conversation is just as
important as knowing how to start one.

It can be seen that there are a number of different rules or
conventions that govern our conversational format. Furthermore, there
are a number of factors that have to be considered, ranging from
broad-based cultural values to intricate details concerning when and how
one takes a turn in the conversation. Given the number and significance
of the factors that enter into the selection of a strategy for carrying
out a conversation, the likelihood of  misinterpretation is
somewhat staggering. In a cross-cultural context, these considerations
emphasize our continual need to look beyond the structures that people

are using and attempt to ferret out their underlying purpose in

communicating.

Some Sensitive Areas of Language Use
Although language use across different languages and dialects has
not been studied nearly as extensively as comparable studies of language

structures, available studies suggest that some aspects of language use
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are more sensitive to cross-linguistic differences than others. Some of

these areas are particularly prone to misinterpretation across language
groups. Following is a selective catalogue of some of these culturally
sensitive uses. It is presented with the understanding that many more
language uses will have to be added for a more complete inventory.
Aspects of both pragmatics and conversational usage are included.

Greetings: Although greetings in most languages and dialects are
highly ritualized, and often not to be taken literally, their cultural
significance cannot be minimized. Typically, they involve 1learning
prescribed, specific routines. In most instances, these routines simply
involve rote memorization of a limited set of exchanges and the
appropriate circumstances for their use. However, there may be quite
distinct routines for various settings, so that telephone greetings are
quite different from service encounter greetings which are, in turn,
different from the greetings expected to be offered by a speaker in a
public forum lecture.

Address Forms: Personal address is one of the most obtrusive areas
of language use conventions. Many languages and dialects have
politeness conventions more formal than those found in mainstream
English, ranging from the extensive system of ' :wmorifics" in Japanese
to the romance language differentiation of ™"polite” and "familiar"
second person forms. ‘ Knowledge of appropriate usage may involve a
variety of social relationships, most typically including the status of
the speaker, status of the addressee, level of personal familiarity,
age, and sex. Inappropriate usage is readily misinterpreted as
non-respectful behavior on the part of the speaker, so that particular
attention must be given to the kinds of social relationships that
determine appropriateness in a multicultural setting.

Taking Turns in Conversation: Knowing when it is acceptable to take
a turn in a conversation is essential to the cooperative development of
the conversation. Critical factors involve knowing how to recognize a
turn in the conversation acd appropriate transitions between turns,
including the appropriate use of pauses between turns. It is also

important to know how to intaerrupt. Since not all conversations follow
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an ideal format for turntaking, it becomes necessary to know how to
"repair" a conversation that has been thrown off course by an undesired
interruption or misdirected comment.

Backshadowing: Backshadowing refers to the mechanism that
conversational participants use to indicate that they are following the
remarks of the speaker. Both non-verbal and verbal cues may be used to
indicate backshadowing, but the kind and extent of verbal and non-verbal
signals may differ significantly among different language groups. Cues
indicating notions such as "I'm following," "I'm confused," "I'm
distracted"” and so forth must carefully be distinguished in the verbal
and non~verbal backshadowing codes.

Topics of Conversation: As mentioned previously, not every topic is
open for discussion in a conversation. Situational context and social
relationships may define what topics are "safe" for discussion, but in
many cases, the determination of appropriate topics for conversation
lies in the recognition of underlying cultural values and beliefs.
Since it 1is sometimes difficult to recognize legitimate topics for
discussion given the array of factors that have to be considered, it is
also necessary to recognize cues that an inappropriate topic has been
chosen for discussion.

Speech Acts: Strategies for carrying out different kinds of speech
acts are quite sensitive to linguistic and cultural differences. In
most instances, the differences relate to conventions for using direct
and indirect strategies for performing these acts. In many cases, there
are also formulaic routines for carrying out the speech act. For
example, a bet may be offered by saying "I bet you five dollars the
Lakers will win the basketball game," but the act of betting is not
consummated unless the person addressed responds by saying something
like "That's a bet." Among the more common speech acts subject to
variation across language groups are the foilowing:

Requesting: All language groups have a variety of ways to ask
someone to do something, and the relevant factors are WHO is making the
request of WHOM and WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES. Sorting out the appropriate

level of directness given the range of conditions and options in
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strategies may require considerable skill in language use within a
native language, let alone across language groups. An appreciation for
the different strategies and an awareness of the important factors that
go into the selection of an appropriate strategy for a given
circumstance need to be developed in a cross—cultural context.

Promising: In addition to the variety of strategies for making a
promise, there are also a number of cases in which the formal structure
of a promise is not to be taken literally. For example, promises of
arrival time may be quite different for White, Hispanic, and some Black
groups., Sorting out literal and non-literal intention can be quite
difficult given different 1language conventions. Furthermore,
considerable inconvenience and embarrassment can result if speakers'
underlying intentions are not understood within the language-specific
context.

Complimenting: In many cases, complimenting is carried out through
formulaic routines. This involves strategies for offering a compliment
and its acceptance. Since the form of a compliment can also be used to
carry out other speech acts indirectly (e.g. complimenting used to carry
out a directive, as in "That cake you baked looks delicious" to request
a piece of the cake), the underlying purpose of a formal compliment must
be considered.

Apologizing: The act of apologizing also tends to involve
prescribed routines. These typically involve dimensions such as an
expression of apology (e.g. "I'm sorry"), an explanation of the
situation which led to the need for apology (e.g. "My daughter was
sick,"” "I just wasn't thinking") by the person offering the apology and
a formula for accepting it by the addressee (e.g. "Don't worry about
it"). Appropriate strategies for offering and accepting an apology must
be clearly understood, as well as the conditions which determine its
sincerity. The kind of behavior requiring an apology is also quite
gsensitive to differences across cultures.

Refusing: The act of refusal is often carried out through indirect
language (e.g. "I'd like to go with you, but I have a lot of homework")

since direct refusal may be considered uncooperative social behavior
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(e.g. "I refuse to go with you"). The definition of a "legitimate"
excuse for refusal, however, may vary considerably from language group dd
to language group, and awkward situations can arise when these are not
understood. In a multicultural setting, it is necessary to recognize
appropriate, indirect strategies for refusal which fall within the

politeness conventions of different groups.

Conclusioa

There are obviously many other kinds of language use that could be
added to this illustrative inventory, but this restricted list should
serve to emphasize the complexities of "saying what you mean" across
language groups. Applying these notions to the practical encounters we
have with speakers from different language groups presents one of the
greatest challenges we face in understanding language as a form of human
behavior. It is, however, a challienge to be confronted squarely in an

honest effort tc deliver services effectively to speakers from minority

language groups.
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A Linguistic Description of Social Dialects

In this section, we shall present an abbreviated inventory of some of
the descriptive characteristics of several different nonstandard dialects .
of American English. We have opted to prasent these in terms of an inventory
of features rather than a lengthy discursive sccount. This means that many
of the finer details have been omitted here. More elaborate accounis of
these features can be found in Labov (1972), Wolfram and Fasold (1974) and
Wolfram and Christian (1976). )

The following description of various nonstandard American dialects clearly
demonstrates their systematic nature. Like all languages, these dialects are
governed by regular promunciation and grammatical rules. In short, vhat is
distinctive about nonstandard dialects is that they are hald in low esteem
by the speakers of standard dialects and usually by their speskers ss well.
Nonstandard dialects are not any less a language or any less capable of per-
forming all of the tasks of a language than a standard dialect. It is important
to note that many of these features occur variably. That is, a particular
dialect may be characterized by the frequency with which certain variants
occur rather than their categorical occurrence.

Within the broad category of nonstandard dialects, there are varistions
vhich are regional and ethnic. The following code is vied here to designate
some major varieties of nonstandsrd dialects and to indicate in which of these
dialects certain featur=s are most often found:

NS Used in all nonstandard varieties of American English,
including Northern White, Southerm White, Appalachian
English and Black English.

SWNS Southern White Nonstandard

s Southern White Standard (possibly considered nom-
standard in some Northern contexts).

BE 3lack English

AE Appalachian English

44
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Consonant Cluster Reduction

(BE/some SWNS) 1. Word-final consonant clusters ending
in a stop can be reduced when both
members belong to a base word: tes'
(test), des' (desk), han' (hand), and
buil' (build).

Reduction also occurs when grammatical
suffix -ed is added to produce such
words as rubbed, rained, messed,
looked. Reduced: rub', rain’,

mess', and look'.

When both members of a cluster are
either voiced or voiceless, then the
rule operates (as above), but when

one nember is voiced and the other
voiceless (e.g. jump, remt, belt,

gulp, etc.), the rule does not operate.

In Standard English (SE), final member
of a cluster may be absent 1if follow-
ing word begins with a consonant (bes'
kind, tol' Jim, col' cuts, and fas'
back are acceptable in SE).

(BE/some SWNS) Reduction takes place when consonant
cluster is followed by a vowel or a
pause as well as a consonant: wes'
en' (west end), bes' apple (best
apple). The type of clusters affected
by this rule are given in Table 1.

(BE/some SWNS) 2. Plural Formations: words ending in
=sp, -8t, and -sk, add the —es in-
stead of =g plural. Plural forma-
tions follow consomant reduction rule
in which words such as desk, test,
ghost, and wasp become desses, tesses,
ghossges, and wasses.

(AE/some BE) Words ending in -sp, -st, and -sk
add the -es plural while retaining
theé cluster intact, giving deskes,
testes, ghostes, and waspes.

(BE) 3. UpnZerlying Structure of Consonant
Cluster: clusters present in testing,
scolding, tester, coldest. When
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Table 1. Cons;mant Clusters in which the Final Member of the Cluster May

be Absent

Phonetic Examples*

Cluster Type I Type 11
{st] - test, post, list missed, messed, dressed
[sp] wasp, clasp, grasp
[sk] desk, risk, mask
1§13 - finished, latched, cashed
[zd) raised, composed, amazed
(34} : judged, charged, forged
[£]) left, craft, cleft laughed, stuffed, roughed
[vd} ’ loved, lived, moved
{nd] mind, find, mound rained, fanned, canned
[md] named, foamed, rammed
{1d] cold, wild, cid called, smelled, killed
{pt] apt, adept, inept mapped, stopped, clapped
[ke] act, contact, expect looked, cocked, cracked

*Where there are no examples under Type I and Type II the cluster does not
occur under that category.




The TH Sounds

(Ns)

(BE)

(some BE dialects)

(NS)

(NS)

(SWNS/AE/BE)

(some BE/SWNS)

(BE)

The R and L

(s)

(s)

(SWNS/BE)

(SWNS/ BE)

1.

2.

1

3.

4=

>

~1
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guffix begias with vowel the cluster
is present. Some dialects having
tessing, scolling, etc., may not have
underlying cluster.

Word initial: d/th as in dey for
they, t/th as in taught for thought
(special kind of t-unaspirated, lenis)

Within a word: f£/th as in nofin for
nothing, aufuh for author.

v/ch as in bruvah for brother, ravah
for rather, bavin for bathing.

th contiguous to a nasal is produced
as a t, as in arithmetic ('ritmetic),

monthly (montly), nothing (not'n).

d/th as in oder for ofher, bruder
for brother.

Voiced fricatives before nasals: th,
z, v, become stops before a nasal as
in 1dn't for isn't, sebm for seven.

Word final: f£/th predominant pro-
duction as in Ruf (Ruth), toof
(tooth) and souf (south).

t/th occasionally (mostly in Southern
BE) as in sout' for south.

After a vowel: The 1 becomes uh, as
in steal (steauh), sister (sistuh).

Preceding a consonant: the r and 1
are absent, as in help (hep), guard
(gua'd). Typically, 1 i. completely
absent before labial consonants.

In some areas of the South r absent
following o and u with a change in the
vowel as well, four (foe), door (doe).

Between vowels: The ¥ or 1 may be
absent between vowels (Ca‘ol, sto'v,
or Ma'y, for Carol, story or Mary).

4




(BE) ) 4,

(BE/ MS)

(SWNS/BE) 5.
6.

Final b, 4, and g
(BE/some AE) 1.

-
§s

Effect on vocabulary and grammar:
Consistent loss of r at end of word
has caused merging of two words. The
change caused by the absence of t
in they and their or in you and
your brings them phonetically closer

together, producing It is they book
or It i3 you book.

Loss of 1 may affect contrasted forms,
such as in future modal will. Tomorrow
I bring the thing for Tomorrow I'll
bring the thing. This pronunciation
may account for the use of be to
indicate future time. He be here ji=

a few minutes. This typically takes
place when the following word begins
with b, m, or ¥ (1abial sounds).

¢ following a consonant: The T may

be absent when it follows a comsonant
in unstressed syllables, giving p'otect
for protect or p'ofessor or when
following vowel is either an o or

u, giving th'ow for throv and th'ough

for through.

Social stigma: Absence of r and 1

not as socially stigmatized as other
nonstandard pronunciation rules be-
cause certain tyres of r and 1 absences
are standard for some standard Southern
and Northern dialects.

Devoicing: At end of syllable voiced
stops b, d, and g are pronounced as
the corresponding voiceless stops p,
t, and k. This does not mean that
pig and pick, bud and butt, and cab
and cap sound alike in BE, for they
are still distinguished by length

of vowel. English vowels are held
slightly longer when following sound
is voiced. For example, the u in
bud is held longer than the u in butt,
although the d in bud is pronounced
as a t.

In unstressed syllables rule can operat:
for all ncnstandard dialects, as in
stupit for stupid cr salat for salad.
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(BE) . 2. Deletion of d: In some varieties of
- . BE d is absent more frequently when
followed by a conaonant, such as ba'
man, goo' soldier, etc. The addition
of an -s (realized phouetically as
z) suffix produces kiz for kids and
boahz for boards.

(Ns) . , 3. Glottal for t, d before syllabic 1 or

n. This results in pronunciations of
couldn't something like coutn and bottle
with a glottal for the tt.

Nasalization

(NS) 1. Ihe -ing suffix: The use of ~in' for
—-ing, such as in singin', buyin', and
runnin' is a feature characteristic
of American English. It occurs when
the -ing is in an unstressed syllable.

(BE) 2. Nasalized vowels: A nasalized vowel
instead of nasal consonant 1s most
often found at end of syllable, for
example, final conmsonant is dropped
in man, bun, and run. The final vowel
is then nasalized giving ma', bu', and
ru'. This usually found in unstressed
syllables, e.g. mailman.

(s) .. 3. The influence of nasals on i and e:
Before a nasal consonant i and e do
not contrast, making words such as
pin and pen or tin and ten sound
identical.

(Ns) 4. Articles: The difference between a
and an 1is neutralized so that a
occurs before words beginning with
vowels as well as consonants, e.g.
a apple, a orange, a pear.

Unstressed Injtial Syllables

In casual spolien SE, initial unstressed
gsyllables of prepositions and adverbs may
be deleted, giving 'bout for about or
'cause for because. Tends to be more
frequent when preceding word ends in a
vowel as opposed to a consonant, so that
items like go 'bout are more frequent
than went 'bout.

6=




(BE/AE/some SWNS)

Unstressed Initial w

(AE/SWNS/BE)

Intrinsic h

(AE)

Vowel Glides
(s)

(s)
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Unstressed syllable deletion may be
extended to a wider class of words,
including nouns and verbs, so that we
get ‘member for remember, 'posed to
for supposed to, 'matoes for tomatoes,
and so forth.

Unstressed verbs or auxiliaries be-
gioning with w may delete the w, pro-
ducing items such as He'uz going

for He was going. Often involves the
deletion of the following vowel as
well, giving He'z going for He was

going,

The pronoun one may also be affected
by this process, giving this ‘un or
good 'un for this one and good ome.
This may also involve the deletiom of
the following vowel, replacing it
with a syllabic nasal (e.g. good 'nm
or this 'n). Most typical with item
young ones, which may be young 'uns
or young 'ns.

The pronoun it may have an initial h,
giving hit for it. This process,
which 1is a retention of an earl’er
English form, is more frequent when
the pronoun is stressed than when
ungtressed.

The auxiliary ain't may also retain
this h, producing hain't. This is
more typlcal of older persons than
the current generation of speakers.

The vowel glides as in ay (e.g.

side and time) and oy (e.g. boy

and toy) are generally pronounced as
sahd, tahm and bouh and touh.

Ahgence of glide is more frequent
when followed by a voiced sound or a
pause; more likely to be absent in
side, time, and toy than in kite,
bright, or fight.




Final Unstressed ow

(AE)

ire Sequences

(AE)

Other

(BE/SWNS)
(BE)

Grammar

Past Forms

(BE) 1.
Irregular Verbs 2.
(ns)
-8~
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In word-final position, the ow of SE
may be produced as er, giving holler
for hollow, swaller for swallow, or
winder for window. It may also occur
when the plural -s is added, giving
potatoes for 'taters or winders for
windows.

0

In many varieties of SE, ire se-
quences are pronounced as two sylla-
bles, so that fire or tire is
pronounced something like fayer

or tayer. This may be reduced to
one syllable which includes the
reduction of a glide. Items like
tire and fire may therefore be
pronounced d much like tar and far.

Str- words (string, street) may
become skr- words (skring, skreet).

ask may be pronounced aks, retaining
an earlier English pronunciation.

Regulazr: The -ed suffixes which
mark past tense, past participial
forms and derived adjectives are not
pronounced because of consonant
reduction rule, where finished,
cashed, forged, cracked and named
are pronounced in SE as finisht,
casht, forgd, crackt and nard

and in BE as finish, cash forge,
crack, and name.

Irregular Verbs:

a. Regularized forms: Some verbs
with irregular past forms can instead
have the regular past temnse suffix,

-ed, added, such as knowed for knew,

heared for heard, drinked for drank.
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Perfective Constructions

b. Uninflected forms: Somea verbs
can have the past tense forms repre-
sented by the same form found for the
present, giving come for came, run

for ram, begin for begun.

¢. Diffarent irregular forms: A
snall set of verbs have irregular
past forms that are different from the
SE ones, such as brung for brought,
hearn for heard in AE.

d. Past participle for simple past:
For some verbs which have two differ-
ent past forms in SE, the past partici-
ple form can be used for the simple
past, such as seen fux zaw, dope for
did, drunk for drank.

1. General: The perfective constructions
in NS and SE:
Ns SE
Present I have walked. I have walked.
Perfect I('ve) walked. I've walked.
Past 1 had walked. I had walked.
Perfect 1'd walked.
Completive I done walked. (SWNS/BE)
Remote Time I been walked. (BE)

2. Omission of forms of have: in SE
present tense forms of auxiliary
have can be contracted to 've and
‘s:

SE NS
T've been here for hours. I been here for hours.
He's gone home. He gone home.
-
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(BE/SWNS/AE) 3. Completive aspects with done: done
Plus a rast form I done tried. This
form denotes an action started and
completed at a specific time in the
past.

(BE) 4. Remote time construction with been:
been construction indicates speaker
thinks of action having taken place
in the distant past. Unlike dome,
the been construction is used solely
in BE.

I been had it there for about three
years. You won't get your dues that
you been paid.

Third Person Singular
Present Tengse Marker

1. General: The suffix -s (or -es) is
used to mark the third pegson singular
in the present tense:

Singular Plural
I walk we walk
you walk you walk
he walks, the man walks they walk, the men walk
(BE) The -8 suffix is absent; it is not

part of the grammar; he walk, the
man walk, they walk, the men walk.

(xs) 2. The verb do used as an auxiliary in
negative constructions. He doesn't
g0 becomes He don't go.

(BE) 3. Have and do: Third person forms (has
and does) are absent, giving He have
a bike and He always do silly things.

(BE) 4. Hypercorrect forms: The absence of
-8 suffix in BE may cause hypercorrect-~
ion when BE speakers come into contact
with SE. BE speakers observe preasence
of -8 suffix in some present tense
verbs. Unfamiliar with the restriction
of -s suffix to third person singular

~10-
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Puture
(SWNS/BE) 1.
(BE)
‘(NS) 2.
Invariant be
1.
4
-11-

forms, the speaker uses the feature

as a foreign language learner might
by marking first, second, third person
forms both singular and plural and the
=8 suffix.

This accounts for sentences such as
I walks, You walks, and The children
walks. The -s suffix then is an
importation of a dialectal feature
and overgeneralized to the grammar
of the dislect from which it was
borrowed.

Gonna: gonna, as in other dialects,
is a future indicator. Is and are
are frequently daleted when gonna
is used. He gounna go. You gonna
get into trouble.

SE produces & reduction of gomna:
ngna as in I'nga go . In BE and
some SWNS reductions not observed in
SE are found: mana as in I'mana go,
mon as in I'mon go, and ma as in

1'za go.

Will: will is used to indicate

future time in SE and NS. Will can

be contracted to 'll. This contracted
form may be eliminated, especially if
the following word begins with a labial
consonant (particularly BE). He miss
you tomorrcw for He'll miss you
tomorzrow. Sometimes it appears

that the future is indicated by main
verb alone.

General: The verb to be appears in
SE in one of the three variant forms
is, are, or am. In BE the form be
can be used as a main verb (I be
here in the evening and Sometixe he
be busy).

The use of invariant be in BE has
two explanations.




(NS) : 2.

(BE) 3.

A~verb-ing
(AE/some SWNS)

Abgence of Forms to be
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Will be or would be: be begins with
a labial consonant making it likely
that '1ll before be will be absent.
Application of this rule is fairly
common in BE and occurs sometimes
in SE, giving sentences like He be

here pretty soon and They be gone by
evening,

The contracted form of would is 'd

which can merge with the b of be or
be removed by the final elimination
rule. A setence such as If you gave

him a present, he be happy is possible
both in SE and BE.

Distributive or non-tense be: The other
source of invariant be is possible in
BE without tense specification and seems
to describe "an object or an event dis-
tributed intermittently in time". To
say "I'm good" is to assert a permanent
quality, while I be good means that

the gpeaker is good sometimes. This
form of invariant be 1is quite socially
stigmatized.

An a- can be prefixed to a following
verb which has an ~ing participial

form. These verb forms may function

as progressives as in I knew he was
a-tellin' the truth or as certain types
of adverbials, as in I went down there
a~huntin' for them, He just kept a-beggi.
He woke up a-screamin'.

These forms do not occur when the form
functions as a noun or adjective, as in
The movie was shockin' or Laughin' is
good for you. The a- prefix is also
restricted from occurring with a word
beginning with an unstressed syllable
or one that begins with a vowel, so
that we do not get it on items like
discoverin’' or askin'.

General: When contracted forms of the
copula is and are forms are expected

p—
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5 3 : o, in SE, some nonstandard dialects may
delete. When the subject is I, the SE
form am or its contraction 'm is almost
always used.

(BE) - , 2. 1s: 4is may be absent before gonna in
- soums Southern dialects, but in BE is
may be absent whenever it can be con-
tracted in SE, as in He a man, He bad, .
and He running to school. 1Is and are
are preseat in grammar of speakers of
BE as evidenced in exposed clause (1
know he 1s) and in tag question (He
is not home, is he?).

L2 EE— )

(SWNS/BE) 3. Are: In all nonstandard dialects of
Eoglish in which copula absence is
found, are is used less often than
is. English contraction rule removes
all but final consonant of certain
auxiliagries (are to 're, will to ‘11,
and have to 've). Are has no final
consopant, i.e. it is pronounced ah.
Regular pronunciation rules reduce
sh to uh. Contraction rule eliminates
zre, and there is no need to use BE
Tules. Thus, there are speakers who
have are absence but not is absence.
(i.e. You good for you're good or

They're good).

Copula Verb Concord

(NS) They was there. You was there. Some
speakers do not show person number
agreement with be. This pertains to
both past (You was there) and present
forms of to be. It's use with past
tense forms (e.g. You was there) is
much more frequent than with non-past
forms (They is here).

Double Modals

(SWNS/BE/some AE) Certain modals may co-cccur within
the same verb phrase, giving forms such
as might could, might should, used
couldn’t, and so forth.

|
There is also a different subset of |
items which accompany a past form of
the verb, such as liketa or supposeta

as in It liketa scared me to death or
It was supposeta been here. Liketa )

13-
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indicates th;t the activity in the
- gentence came close to happening but
didn't. Supposeta (or 'posta) is

closely related to‘its SE counterpart,
(be) supposed to have.

Adverbs

Comparatives and Superlatives
(NS) The -er and -est gsuffixes may be ex-

tended to words of two or more syllables
that end in a2 consonant where the
standard pattern uses the adverbs more
and most (awfulest, beautifulest). In
some cases, the comparative adverb and
the suffix are both used, as in more
older, most stupidest. There is also

& regularization of some of the irregula:
couparatives, wvhere the suffix is

added to the base word or to the
irregular form, as in baddest, worser,
mostest.

Intensifying Adverbs

(SWNS/AE/BE) ' The intensifier right can be used in
& wider set of contexts than it can in
its standard distribution. These in-
clude before adjectives (right large,
right amusing), with an expanded group
of adverbs (right loud, right quick)
and in construction with smart (a
right smart while). Another intensi-
fier, pl » occurs with adverbs, verbs.
and some adjectives, and refers to
completeness (burn plumb down, scare
you plumb to death, plumb foolish).

-1y Absence (NS) For some of the adverbs which require
(NS) the -1y suffix according to the standard

pattern, the suffix may be optiomal,
giving original for origimally, terrible
for terribly, sincere for sincerely.

It is usually more extensive in non-
standard dialects of Southern origin,
particularly AE.

Negation
(NS) 1. The use of ain't for have/has and

am/are/is: A series of phoneti~
changes in the history of Engli.h
produced ain't for the negative




(BE)

Multiple Negation

(8s)

(SWNS/BE)

(3E)

(Ns)

(BE/soma SWNS)

Posgegsive

(BE)

2.

2.

3.

4.

5.

1.
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. marker before the main verb may have *

forms of is, are, am, and auxiliary
have and has, e.g. I ain't gonna do it
or He ain't done it.

In some varieties of BE ain't corres-
ponds to SE didn't as in He , He ain't g0
home.

Negative concord: He didn't do. any-
thing. Negative is attached to main
verb and all indefinites following

the main verb(e.g. Be didn't do nothing)

Pregosed negative auxiliary: Couldn't
nobody do it. A sentence with indefin-

ite noun phrase having a negative
a negativized form of the verbal ]“
suxiliary placed at the beginning of

the sentence, such as can't, wasn 't |
and didn't. ‘

Negative auxiliary: Nobody didn't do
it. The negative marker is placed in
‘the noun phrase with the indefinite
element, providing the NP comes before
the main verb. In BE, both this rule
and one which attaches a2 negative urko:
to the main verb are used.

With negative adverbs: He never hardly
does it. The adverdb is used to express
negation in addition to negative place-
pent on another adverb, an auxiliary

or & negativized indefinite (c.g.

He never hardly does it, He don t don't
hardly do it, and Hardlz nobodz is
good).

Negative concord across clause boundari
Occasionally, negative concord takes
place across clauses. This results

in sentences like There wasn't much

I couldn't do with the meaning "There
wasn't much I could do" or Ain't no

cat can't get 1n no coop meaning that
"no cat can get into any coop'.

With common nouns: Where 'S possessive
i3 found in SE, BE indicates possessive

08
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by the order of words. The boy's hat
becomes The boy hat. BE speakers in
Northern urban areas alternate between
's and its absence.

With personal names: ‘s is used with
first name in compound noun forms as
in John's Dawson car. This is an
example of hypercorrection, resulting
from some familiarity with the need to
add possesgive -s without knowledge of
the SE rules for its placement in com-
pound nouns.

When a possessive pronoun does not
modify a following noun phrase, -n may
be added to it, resulting in forms like
your'n, his'n, and ocur‘n. This form
tends to be more characteristic of older
speakers.

Abgsence of the plural suffix: Plural
suffixes of SE (=g or -es) are occasion-
ally absent in BE. This results in

He took five book and The other tescher,
they'll yell at you. Most speakers of
BE have the predominant use of plural
markers in their grammar.

For nouns that refer to weights and
measures, the plural suffix may be
absent. Most typically, this occurs
when the noun 1s preceded by a numeral
as in two pound, three foot, twenty

year ago.

Regular plurals and irregular nouns:
Some nouns in SE form plurals by vowel
change, one foot, two feet, or with
no suffix at all (one deer, two deer).
For some speakers, these nouns take
the regular ~-s suffix (two foots,

two deers).

Pronominal apposition is the constructic
in which a pronoun is used in appositior
to the noun subject of the gentence,

as in My brother, he bigger thar vou

=
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(BE/SWNS/AE) 1.
(NS) 2.
(Ns) 3.
Questions
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.Other relative pronoun forms: There

or That teacher, she yell-ac the kids
all the time.

Relative pronoun deletion: In most SE
dialects a relative pronoun is obliga-
tory if the relative pronoun represents
the subject of the subordinate clause.
In some NS dialects, this relative

can be deleted, giving sentences like
That's the dog bit me or There's a

man comes down the road for "That's

the dog that bit me" and "There's a
man who ‘Comes down the road" respectively

Associative use of which: In SE, which
is generally used to replace non-
animate nouns. In some NS dialects
(and also some SE ones) which can

be used without this antecedent,
appearing to be used as a type of
associative or conjunction. This

is found in sentences like He gave me
this cigar which he krows I don't smoke
cigars or His daughter is marrying
Robert Jenks which he doesn t approve
of her marrying a divorced man.

are speakers of nonstandard English :
who use forms other than who, whonm, :
which and that as relative pronouns.
These speakers seem largely to be of
White rural varieties of English.
Examples appear in A car what runs is
good to have and There's those as can
do it.

In SE direct questions, the suxiliary
15 moved to the beginning of the sen-
teace. Thus, He was walking to the
store becomes Was he walking to the
store or He was going somewhere is
Where was he going? In an indirect
sentence such as I wonder if he was
walking or I wonder where he was
going, the forward movement does not
occur, and the conjunction if or
whether may be introduced in yes-no
questions.

6G
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The same pattern used in the direct
question may apply to the indirect
question in some dialects, giving I
wonder was he walking or I wonder where
was he going. The conjunction if in-
troducing indirect yes-no question is
eliminated in this process since the
question form can be derived from the
question word order.

It is used in place of the standard
English there, which serves as existent-
1al or expletive function as in It's

a store on the corner or Is it a shcw
in towm?

They may also be used as a correspondenceé
for SE there, in sentences such as If

they’s a lotta wooly worms, it'11 be
2 bad winter or They's cooperheads

around here.

Them for those: Sentences like I want
some of them candies use the demon-
strative them where SE would have those.

Use of here and there as demonstratives:
here and there may be added to the
demonstratives these and them to producs
sentences like I like these here pants
better than them there ones.

Nominative/objective neutralization:
occasionally, the forms used in SE

as objectives may be used as subjects,
as in Him ain't playirg. Mostly found
to be strictly age-graded so that
typically found only among pre-
adolescents.

Coordinate nominative/objective
neutralization: In coordinate subject
noun phrases, objective forms are much
more common in all nonstandard varieties,
giving Me and her will do it or Him

and me work together.

N
-
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(BE)

(NS)

(NS)

(s)

3.

3.

7.
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Non-pcssessive case for possessives:
Occasionally nominative or objective

case of personal pronouns may be used,
giving Jawes got him book or She want
she mother.

Absolute possessive forms: In SE the
abgolute possessive form of personal
pronouns patterns according to the
following paradigm:

Singular Plural
ndne ours
yours yours
his, hers, its theirs

Except for mine, all the forms end in
8. Some NS dialects regularize the
pattern by adding -s to mine as well,
giving mines.

Beflexives: The form ~-self may be
added to all personal pronouns. The
rossessive form used in reflexives for
first and second persons (myself, your-
gelf) can be extended to the third
person, resulting in hisself and their-
self.

Personal Dative: It is possible to use
a non-reflexive pronoun when a direct
object is also present, as in I cut

me & limb off a tree or I shot me a
pheasant. It is typically restricted
to subjects in its reference.

Plural forms cf you: In SE you is
used for both the singular and plural
gecond person pronoun. In many var-
{eties of Southern origin, the plural
form is differentiated as y'all. Other
varieties wmay differentiaste plural by
diiferent forms, such as youse as in
Youse mad at each other or you'uns

as found in some rural dialects.
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DIALECT SWITCHING ON STIGMATIZED BLACK ENGLISH GRAMMATICAL FORMS: IMPLICATIONS

Howard A. Mims, Ph.D. November 18, 1982

Department of Speech and Hearing American Speech-Language-Hearing Assn.
Cleveland State University National Convention

Cleveland, Ohio 44115 Toronto, Ontario, Canada

SUMMARY

One argument against teaching Standard English to speakers of Black English
is that to offer the option of a dialect other than the community dialect is an
affront to the speaker's community and to the speaker, and that it may be damaging
to the speaker's self-esteem. The position advanced in this paper is that such
psychological damage is minimized or non-existent when speakers habitually use

both the Black English variant and the Standard English variant of particular

grammatical forms.

The purpose of this investigation was to measure the extent to which 20 male
and 20 female Black fifth grade pupils fluctuate between Black English and Standard
English variants on the following grammatical forms which are highly stigmatized

when the Black English variant is used:

1. Third person singular verb-subject agreement - present tense
Standard English - He runs fast.
Black English - He run fast.

2. Possession

Standard English - This is Joe's book.
.Black English ~ This is Joe book.

3. Distributibe "be"
Standard English - He is here at five o'clock every day.
Black English - He t. here at five o'clock every day.

4., Copula "are"
Standard English - They're ready.
Black English - They ready.

5. Copula "is -
Standard English - He's a good player. -
Black English - He a good player. ’

Implifications for teaching Standard English have been presented in light of

the findings of this investigation.
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RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS

1. 1Individual speakers were found to use both the Standard English variant and the
Black English variant for all grammatical forms except distributive "be."
a. For the four grammatical forms on which dialect switching occurred, fluctu-
ating variants were found to be common within and between subjects.
b. The findings indicate that for many speakers who use a Black English dialec~
tal variant for certain grammatical forms the Standard English dialectal
variant must also be considered an integral part of their community language.

It is misleading to disregard the occurrences of Standard English.

2. For the four grammatical forms on which the subjects commonly fluctuated between
Black English and Standard English the ratio of Black English to Standard English
usage was different.

a. While there was a considerable amount of variability regarding the dialect
variant which was dominant in the speech of individuals, it 1is clear that
for this group of subjects, when dialect switching occurred the the Black

English variant occurred more often for verb-subject agreement third person

singular and copula "are" while the Standard English variant was used more

often for possession and copula "is."

b. There is probably little or no psychological damage resulting from teaching

Standard English to speakers who control both dialect variants. However, it

seems safe to assume that there is no risk in teaching greater control of the

Standard English variant to speakers who already use that variant most of the

time.

3. The idea that teaching Standard English to speakers who use Black English is
psychologically harmful and denegrating should be re-examined for tnose who

normally use both Black English and Standard English variants for particular

linguistic forms.

r—
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POTENTIAL INTERFERENCE FROM SPANISH OXN THE PRODUCTION OF ENGLISH

Prepared by

Gustavo Gonzalez
Center for Applied Linguistics

The inventory that follows is an attempt to identify the more frequent
po nts of inte?ference that arise when a Spanish speaker begins to master
English. This is not meant to be an exhaustive treatment of the differences
between the two languczes; if it is a contrastive description between the
two languages that is desiced, the reader is referred to Stockwell and Bowen's

The Sounds of English and Spanish and to'Stockwell, Bowen, and Martin's The

Grammatical Structures of English and Spanish. .

' ERIC

The items included in the phonology section are derived primarily from
field work in this area done by Gonzalez (1973). The grammatical items are
basically derived from field work by Gonzalez with migrant children in South
Texas. The deviaticns described, however, are not peculiar to this popula-
tion; Politzer and Ramirez (1973) report similar findngs with a different
Chicaan population in California.

A word of caution is in order here. What we have tried to isolate
here are the potential points of interference. The Spanish-speaking populations
of this country vary greatly in their mastery of English, from zero comprehension
to complete fluencv. The sociolinguistic dirension of learning English as a
second language in the different Spanish~speaking communities, an important
consideration in any language study, remains virgin territory. Given this
lack of research, the reader is urged to use the present list as a guide and

nothing more,

™
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Potential MNegative Tnterference frem a First Loanruage:  Spanish

THE SOUND SYSTEM

Substitution Environment Examples
1. *“ch" for "sh" all places “chip" for "ship",

"Ca‘t_gtl_" for "Ca§_h‘”
"di&_c_’l" for lldi.iklll
"1a_§_g_l" for llla-s—hll
"ba_t_(_:_l"_l_" for "bai.b."

2, "s" for "z" all places “rice" for "rige"
"price" for "prize"
"rage" for "raige"
"__s_ue" for "_7_-.99"
Ysink" for "zinc"

3, "t" for "th" all places "tin" for "thin"

"tick" for "thick"
"pat" for "path"

"mag' for "marh"

Lt
4, b for Myl after a nasal consonant "embiromment! for ‘envivonment"
: “"combey' for ''conuvev!
"Deuber' for "Denver™
"imhite'" for “invite"

5. """ for vV at begimning of sentence "ban" for '"van"
"boat" for "vote'

6. [8] for "p" cabinet, robin, Robert.
] by k
between vowels; at end tribe, globe, lab
7. " for 'pn of words cabinet, robin, Rohert,
tribe, glsbe, lab
8. "' for {5 at end of sentence "thin" for "thing"
. "Si‘_l-" for, “Si.ijs”
9. [U] for "n" at end of sentence "ting" for "tin"

"ta.l_l‘i_!,_" for "!:a!;..”
Mban(,u fOl’ "bag_"

. 70
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APPENDIX II, continued
POTENTIAL NEGATIVE—INTLCREERENCE FROM A FIRST LANGUAGL: - SPANISH

THE SOUND SYSTEM

Substitution Environment Examples
10: ‘n" for "m" before "t" "synton' for "sympton"

"enty" for "empty"
"sontin" for "something"

11. /i/ for /1/ everywhere "leave' for "live"
"neat" for "knit"
"S_e_g.k" for "si:ck"
"s.e-g)" for lls-i-p"

12, /el for [=/ everywhere “pet'" for "bat"
"kettle'" for "cattle"
"Sg_t" for "Sg_t"
"met" for "mat"

13, [e/ for /e/ everywhere "pat' for 'pet"
Wyat" for "vet'
"last" for "lest"

14, [a/ for [e/ all places all words contzicing /u/
feup®, Umud", "bual,
"dB_Ck", "1L1_C'K"

15, [of for /of all places "cut" for "caught"
"but" for "bought"
"rut" for "wrought'

16, [u/for [fu/ all places words like put, bosok,
ook, took, shaok




APPERDIX 11, continued
POTENTIAL NEGATIVL INTERFERENCE FROM A FIRST LANGUAGE: SPANISH

JHE GRAMMATTICAL SYSTEM
)

TENSE: FORMATIOX

Omission of to be in the formation of present progressive:
"He putting he shoes on."

TENSE: USAGE

Present tense response to a question in the past:
Q. What did you do to help your mother?
A. 1 sweep the floor, .
Present tense response to a question in the present progressive:
Q. What's the little boy doing here?
A, He vwrite in the paper.

SUBJECT PRONOUN: VSAGE

Omission of subject in tha sentence:
Q. Why is the little boy washing his car?
Because is dirt

b

Use of he in place of she:
Q. What's the little girl doing?
A,

He's thinking.

NUMBER AGREEMENT: SUBJLCT - VERB

Use of plural verb in place of 3rd person singular form:
"The things that he tell me to take him I take him.,"

3rd person singular of "to be" used with compound subject:
"The father and the little boy is fishing."

NUMBER AGREEMENT: ANTECEDENT

Use of plural promoun when antecedent is singular:
Q. Why is the little boy washing his car?
A. Because thov won't be dirty.

- 72
BEST COPY AVAILAGLE




69

APPENDIX 1T, continued
POTENTIAL NEGATIVE INTERFERCNCE FROM A FIRST LANGUAGE: SPAINISH

THE GRAMMATICAL SYSTEM

POSSESSIVE PRONOUNS: USAGE

Use of definite article in place of possessive pronoun:
"They're brush the hair,"

Usc of singular possessive in place of plural possessive:

Q. What are they doing?
A. Washing his teeth.

POSSESSIVE: SUFFTX

Omission of 's with common nouns:
Q. Whose are thev?
A. A little brother and a father,

Irregular formation with common nouns:
“The shoes of fathor and the shoes of his brother."

PREPOSTTIONS:  SUSSTTUTION

Use of in in place of gn:
"Getting jin the bed.™

PREPOSITIONS: OMISSION

Omission of on from putting on:
"He putting he shoes."

Omission of at from look at:

Q. What's the dog doing?
A. Looking the boy.

SURSTTTUTTIONS:  MISCELLANEOLS

Use of see in place of lock at:
Q. Why do you think s0?
A, Because he's sceing the book,

Use of washing their teeth in place of brushing their teath:
"They 're washin: their tooth,"

Use of card for lettor.

3
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APPERDIX I, continued

POTENTIAL NEGATIVE INTERFERENCE FROM A FIRST LANGUACE: SPANISH

THE GRAMMATICAL SYSTEM

SPANTSH HORDQIUSED A4S PASE, WITH ENGLISH SUFFIXES AND PRONUNCIATION

"Secking" for drving (Sp. sccar), '"leying" for reading (Sp. lcer),
"miring" for lookiunz (Sp. mirar),

POSITION OF COLOR ADJECTIVE AND MODIFIED NOUN REVERSED

“I live in that house white."

MISPIACE!NT OF LCGCATIVEL ADVLRY

"A little girl is getting down the dog."

~3
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REJECTION OF SPEAKER'S DIALECT AS RELATED TO REJECTION OF SPEAKER'S CULTURE

By Howard A, Mims

There is currently a controversy among speech and language specialists
concerning the question of changing the dialects of cultural minorities. 1In
particular, the controversy involves the language patterns of Afro-American
school children. It has been said that efforts to teach Black children a
form of Standard English is "just another way of robbing Black people of
pride, dignity and identity" (Denton, 1968). This point of view is growing
among Black speech pathologists as evidenced by expressions in public and
in private sessions at the American Speech and Hearing Assoclition Conven-
tion held in November of 1969 and attended by the writer. Walter Loban
(1968) represents a different point of view. He stated that "Children need
to perfect or acquire the prestige dialect -~ not because Standard English
is correct or superior in itself but because society exacts severe penalties
from those who do not speak it." Thus, the problem might be reduced to the
question of "which procedure is likely to be of greatest benefit to the
child?" Which procedure produces the least damage to his/her personality? We
must also weigh the promised socioeconomic gains that are to follow acquisi-
tion of the prestige dialect. Implicit in Loban's warning about "severe
penalties" are statements concerning certain psychological reactions of
listeners toward certain linguistic characteristics of speakers. Loban asks
that the speaker avoid the punishment that is to be meted out by listeners
who attach arbitrary stereotyped value judgements to certain linguistic
characteristics. Loban says in effect that the burden is on the speaker to
avoid what may be false assumptions of the listener about the personality
and competence of the speaker. But in seeking tc avoid one assault does the

speaker fall into the trap which presents a more serious assault on his/her
personality?

Linguistic Relativity

The Sapir-Whorfian hypothesis of linguistic relativity seems to opt for
the position which seeks to maintain the integrity of one's language since
language is so very much related to the life style and very basic fabric of
the speaker's culture. According to Whorf "...the structure of a human
being's language influences the manner in which he understands reality and
behaves with respect ot it." Sapir (1963), in an essay titled 'Dialect,"
discussed dialect shift and the problem of personality as an individual is
subjected to the resulting strains of cultural change. Sapir stated that
individuals who are in conflict with their two roles in society can be
expected to vacillate and to relapse into early dialectal habits under
conditions of stress. One of the arguments against the teaching of English
as a second language in Washington, D.C. was that the children invariably
revert to .their regular dialect as soon as they leave the school situation.
Loban would argue that such children are better off in that the experience
with Standard English places them in a position to make a choice between
the two dialects in question.

Those Black Americans who are in the vanguard of the movement to retain
the language pattetns which are peculiar to Black Americans may be involved

-l-
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in what is conceivably a regular psychological phenomenon which occurs when

& culturally subserviant people begin to assert their cultural independence

from the dominant culture. Historically, those members of a multicultural

society who are members of a cultural group which accepts the assignment of

its cultural patterns to a low status can be expected to embrace the cultural

patterns which represent higher levels of status in the society. This means

that the members of that sub-culture can be expected under such circumstances

to eschew their own indigenous cultural patterns. Up until very recent times

it was common for Black Americans with middle class aspirations to look with

| shame upon indigencus Black music, Black food, Black 1life styles of various

‘ dimensions and, of course, Black patterns of language. This represented a
type of self-denial and self-depreciation with psychological consequences
and concimitant social mischief that perhaps can never be measured or

| asgsessed. It seems not unusual for an agsertion of linguistic independence

| to accompany political and social independence. Sapir (1963) spoke of such

| a change in attitude toward a dialect as becoming "...the symbol of inverted
pride." For example, in October, 1962 the Flemish-speaking and French-speak-
ing students at the Catholic University of Louvair in Belgium clashed
violently over the further splitting of the university into linguistic
entities. Those who spoke the more prestigious French language refused to

speak Flemish even in areas where the Flemish were in the majority. The
question of language usage is & major point of contention as the French-
speaking citizens of the Province of Quebec, Canada move toward political,

| . social and cultural independence. The moves to assert language patterns of

| 4 group and to maintain the integrity of that language seem to go hand-in-hand

: with assertion of the cultural personality of the group as well as the

|

|

|

|

maintenance of the integrity of culturally related personality traits of
individual members of the group.

As mentioned earlier, efforts to maintain linguistic integrity of non-
prestigiocus language patterns must contend with some common stereotyped
assumptions of listeners. The evidence indicates that certain dialectal
characteristics prompt some listeners to intuitively assume that certain
paralinguistic information having to do with the speaker's personality,
competence and moral integrity are being transmitted by the dialect. Markel,
Eigler and Reese (1967), in a study investigating the effect .of regional

| dialect on judgment of personality from voice, concluded that regional

| dialect is a significant factor in Judging personality from voice. A study

1 by Ainsfield, Bogo and Lambert using Gentile and Jewish college students as

‘ subjects tested subjects' evaluation of personality characteristics under-
lying eight voices presented to them on tape. The subjects did not know

| that the same speakers spoke alternately in Standard English and with a

; Jewish accent. "The results indicate that the accented guises were compara-

} tively devaluated on height, good looks, and leadership for Gentile and

‘ Jewish subjects when the accented guise was perceived as being either Jewish
or non-Jewish." The Jewish subjects evaluated the accented guises as being
more favorable on sense of humor, entertainingncss, and kindness. An
investigation by Buck (1968) among college women found that "Speakers using
standard dialect were...judged more competent than speakers using non-standard
speech,..Negro and White speakers with standard dialect were perceived as
more trustworthy than the White speaker using non-standard dialect." It
seems that as the dialect assumes & lower status in the opinion of the
listener the speaker of the low-status dialect tends to be regarded as being
less acceptabie for certain occupations. There also seems to be a general

'
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rejection of the speech pattern. For example, a study by Volfe and Irwin
(1968) revealed that a group of "Northern Caucasion," "Northern Negro,"
wSouthern Caucasion," and "Southern Negro" speakers were judged by listeners
as being less acceptable for skilled occupations in the above order. Wolfe
and Irwin also found that the Southern White speakers and the Southern Negro
speakers rated the speech of "Northern Caucasian" speakers and of "Northern
Negro" speakers as being more acceptable than their own speech. This result
may be due to an assumption on the part of the Southern speakers about the
relative prestige factors of Northern and Southern apeech patterns. Such an
assunmption would tend to indicate an acceptance by some speakers of the
arbitrary deprecistion of their own dialect.

1f acceptance of the depreciation of one's dialect is evidenced it may
only be a surface reaction and not & true manifestation of the individual's
actual emotionsl feelings. My own experience in working with persons who
have declared that they wish to modify their dialectal characteristics is
that there is an underlying resentment toward what the clients seem to
regard as an attack against their language. Modification was often slow or
nonexistent.

The study that follows was undertaken to test the reactions of speakers
to criticism of their langvage patterns and to observe some prevailing atti-
tudes of listeners toward certain patterns of dialect. The hypotheses to be
tested are as follows: 1) Listeners who tend to reject a particular dialect

-also tend to reject the speaker of that dialect. 2) Listeners tend to make
judgements about speakers’' occupational competence on the basis of their
attitudes toward the speakers' dialect.. 3) Listeners tend to react to
speakers on the basis of their association of the speakers' dialect with
stereotyped racial attitudes. &) Speakers tend to resent criticism of their
language patterns and regard such criticism as personal attacks.

METHODS

A multiple choice questionnaire was administered to a total of 136
undergraduate college students. There were 78 White subjects including
60 males and 18 females. There were 58 Black subjects including 32 males
and 26 females. The questionnaire consisted of 13 multiple-choice items
with each item presenting the subject with two to five choices. In addition
to asking the subjects to complete the identifying data on the cover sheet
and to read the instructions, subjects were asked to answer each item as
honestly as possible and to avoid long contemplation of their answers. They
were asked to record their initial "gut" reactions. Most of the students
wvere members of basic speech classes. Some questionnaires were administered
to students who were found in the student lounge area. A copy of the
questionnaire can be found in the appendix.

RESULTS

In order to examine the results of the responses made by the partici-
pating college students the items on the questiomnaire have been divided
into two categories. One category has to do with the attitudes of the
subjects toward the langusge pattern presented. A second category deals
with those items which sought to reveal :he reactions of the subjects toward
the idea of having their speech patterns criticized or depreciated. The
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questionnaire i:ems in the first group include items 3, 4, 6, 7, and 13.
Questionnaire items dealing with the second category are items 5 8, 9, 10,
and 11. 1Items 1, Z and 12 on the questionnaire will be omitted from this
discussion..

ATTITUDES TOWARDS OTHER SPEAKERS

Item 3

A majority of the subjects (57.78%) felt that a person who used the
non-standard grammar and articulation represented in item three would be
acceptable as a close personal friend. Black males (BM) were the most
accepting of such a friend in that 71.88 per cent indicated acceptance.
They were followed respectively by White females (WF) (61.11%), Black
females (BF) (60.00%), while White males (WM) were the least accepting
(48.33%).

Item &

An overwhelming 90.37 per cent of the subjects felt that the language
sample represented in this item would prompt them to assign a prospective
job applicant to the position of janitor rather than salesman. The Black
students were more willing to assign the applicant to a sales position or
to either position (14.03%) as opposed to 6.40 per cent of the White
subjects who would consider the subject for a position other than janitor.

" The BFs assigned the position of janitor at the rate of 84.00 per cent;
BMs, 87.50 per cent; WMs, 91.66 per cent; WFs, 100.00 per cent.

Item 6

A majority (67.23%) of the Black subjects felt they would have feelings
of distrust or hostility as an initial reaction toward a White speaker who
had a very "heavy" Southern "accent." Only 12.97 per cent of the White
subjects expressed such negative feelings. Most of the White subjects
(WMs, 54.23%; WFs, 66.662) felt that they would have a n=utral reaction
toward the speaker whereas fewer than a fourth of the Blacks predicted
that they would have a neutral reaction (BMs, 25.00%; BFs, 23.07%). Nearly
10% of the subjects felt they would have feelings of superiority.

Item 7

A majority of subjects felt that their initial reaction toward a Black
speaker with a very "heavy" Black Southern "accent" would be neutral (55.55%).
Biack subjects were more likely tc have feelings of friendly acceptance than
were Whites. Only a few subjects, most of them White males, believed they
would have feelings of distrust or hostility. As in ftem 6, almost 10% of
the subjects felt they would feel superior to such a speaker.

Item 13

Nearly forty per cent (39.55%) of the subjects believed that they made
Judgements about speakers on the basis of their dialects. The percentage
for individual groups were as follows: BMs, 34.37 per cent; BFs, 32.00 per
cent; WMs, 45.76 per cent; WFs, 38.88 per cent. The White cubjecta (44.157)
seemed to be more inclined to make such judgements than the Blacks (33.33%).

~J
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ATTITUDES TOWARD CRITICISM OF LANGUAGE PATTERNS

Item 5

A majority of the subjects felt that they would react with mild interest
or indifference upon being told at the end of a speech that they seemed to
have an unusual accent (66.19%). Thus, about one-third of the subjects
indicate they would either experience distress and embarrassment, hostility
toward the informant or that they would experience both feelings.

Item 8

Most of the subjects expressed a desire to speak like the majority of
“educated" speakers. However 53.44 per cent of the Blacks as opposed to
36.36 per cent of the Whites expressed a desire to learn to speak both ways
in order to be able to fit in with family and friends as well as with others.
Nearly 20 per cent of the subjects felt they would want to maintain their
way of talking no matter what other people thought. Black subjacts (32.76%)
and White subjects (31.15%) were about evenly divided in msincaining that
they would maintain their own pattern in spite of the thoughts of others or

‘that they would have no interest in modifying their pattera of oral language

so long as they could be understood.

Item 9

A majority of all subjects (63.43%) felt that they would have some
interest but no particular emotional reaction if a teacher pointed out that
some element of their speech pattern differed from that of other speakers
at the university. However, 17.85 per cent of the Black subjects and 11.353
per cent of the Whites felt that they would have the feeling of being attacked
and diminished as a person. Three BMs (10.00% of those responding to this
item) and one WM (1.66%) indicated that :.hey would have a feeling of hatred
toward the teacher who called attention to their pattern of speech. Only
12.50 per cent of the Blacks and 19.23 per cent of the Whites believed they
would have a feeling of gratitude toward the teacher.

Iter: 10 R

= " 1In response to the question regarding the action that the schools should
take regarding elementary school children who speak a '"Black dialect" or
"Black English," 22.05 per cent felt that the children should be encouraged
to learn Standard English. Most of the subjects (67.64Z) believed that the
children should be taught Standard English in addition to their own dialect.
A minority (10.29%) selected the answer that "The schools have no business
tampering with the way children have learned to get along in their own
community."

Item 11 .

Most of the subjects indicated that it is desirable to change a speak-
er's non-standard oral pattern to a standard pattern even if the process is
accompanied by some embarrassment. However, 25.00 per cent of the Blacks
and 23.07 per cent of the whites believed that to seek to change a person's
speech to some standard way of talking is to violate that person's person-
ality and to insult him/her as well as his/her family and friends.

DISCUSSION

The results of the suvery provide support for all four hypotheses which
are listed on page 3. Even though the data do not show that a majority of

(I
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subjects have attitudes that support the hypotheses, there is evidence that
such attitudes are sufficiently prevelant to warrant serious consideration
of such attitudes.

The responses to item 3 indicate that listeners who reject a particular
dialect reject the speaker as well as his/her dialect. It might be argued that
White subjects could find such a speaker unacceptable as a close personal
friend merely because the person might have been identified as being Black.
Such an attitude may reflect the subject's reluctance to go against social
customs and may not be related to any real feeling about the speaker as an
individual. While this may be true in part, it does not account for the
28.12 per cent of BMs and 40.00 per cent of BFs who probably find such a
speaker unacceptable, One might be led to suspect that rejection of such
a speaker by Black subjects probably can be interpreted as a rejection of
the speaker's social class and, thus, his cultural characteristics. Such a
basis for rejection of the individual would tend to lead to the conclusion
that rejection of a pattern of social dialect is accompanied by a rejection
of the culture of the speaker, i.e., his manner of pcrceiving and adapting
to reality. This seems consistent with the Sapir-Whorfian hypothesis
concerning the relationship of language to culture.

Responses to item & tend to support the hypothesis that listeners tend
to make judgements abouc speakers' occupational competence on the basis of
their attitude toward a speaker's dialect. An overvhelming majority of the

" subjects (90.37%) would assign the speaker to a position of janitor rather
than salesman. The subjects may have been expressing their awareness of an
employer's motive for profit and they may have been considering the effect
such a salesman would have on prospective customers. Even so, the subjects
were attesting to their opinion that a salesman who spoke with such a
dialect would be rejected by others if not by themselves. It is probably
significant that a higher percentage of Black subjects than Whites would
have considered such a speaker for the sales position. This is probably
due to the knowledge on the part of Black subjects of competent persons
who speak with a similar dialect.

The responses indicate that listeners do tend to associate certain
dialectal patterns with stereotyped racial attitudes and that the feelings
engendered in the listener by the dialect are directed toward the speaker.
This was especially evident in the responses by Black subjects to item 6.
The Blacks tend to react to the White Southerner with distrust and hostility
while the proportion of White reactions of that type differed substantially.
Many more Blacks than Whites reported that they would react to the Black
cpeaker (with a "heavy" Southern "accent") in terms of friendly acceptance.
Such reactions would seem to indicate that dialectal characteristics must
be an important consideration in interracial communication. The expression
of superiority over speakers of southern dialects would seem to be further
evidence of a tendency of listeners to depreciate the language, the person,
and the culture of speakers of low-prestige dialect.

It is significant that nearly 40 per cent of the subjects questioned
admitted to being aware of an initial tendency to judge people on the basis
of their dialect. The WM subjects indicated the greatest awareness of such
judgements. This may indicate that the WM subjects have the greatest
tendency to pre-judge people on the basis of dialect. In this survey the
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WM subjects evidenced the greatest tendency of the four groups of subjects

to reject persons on the basis of dialect. The Blacks were found to be
generally more accepting of non-standard dialects than were Whites. This
difference in attitudes between the racial groups can probably be attributed
to the greater familiarity of Blacks with actual individuals who use patterns
of oral language that are similar to the patterns represented.

The responses to the questionnaire items dealing with the attitudes of
listeners toward efforts to correct their speech seem to support the hypothe-
sis which states that "Speakers tend to resent criticism of their language
patterns and regard such criticism as personal attacks.” Responses to item 5
indicate that the great majority of the subjects would not be greatly dis-
turbed at being told that their speech was characterized by an unusual accent.
However, & few subjects indicated that they would be embarrassed, hostile,
or both at the mere statement that their speech was unususl. Item 9 reveals
that 17.85 per cent of the Black subjects would experience a feeling of being
attacked and diminished as a person upon being told by a teacher that their
speech pattern differed from that of most speakers at the University. It is
probably significant that even-though nearly two-thirds of the subjects -
indicated that they would experience some interest but no particular emoticnal
reaction, only 16.41% of the subjects indicated that they would have a feeling
of gratitude toward the teacher. It is significant that nearly one-fourth
of the subjects felt that to seek to change a person's speech pattern to
some standard way of talking is to violate that person's personality and to
insult him/her as well as family and friends. The similarity in the response
of Blacks and Whites to this item may suggest a universal intuitive awareness
of the relationship that exists between one's language and one's culture,

The selection of answer "c" in item ll may indicate that speakers do feel
diminished by criticism of their language, but that they will probably be
compensated as a result of their conformity with the standard pattern,
Answer "b" of item 10 probably represents another expression of the desire
to conform and to be accepted in that the speakers are advised to become
bidialectal, Such a compromise would seem, at least on the surface, to
maintain the integrity of the speaker's language while conforming to the
standard of the. prestige dialect.

This survey seems to indicate that rejection of a speaker's dialect
tends to be accompanied by a rejection of the speaker as well., This position
seems to be confirmed when & subject is placed in the role of being either
speaker or listener. This survey tends to suppcrt the findings of other
studies of listener attitudes cited in this paper. The observations of the
data from this survey can serve only as a preliminary or pilot study because
of the use of orthographic representations of patterns of dialect. A
follow-up study should use authentic tape recorded speech samples. Some of
the items of the questionnaire should have been limited in terms of the
conditions that were presented - such a2 limitation would insure greater
similarity of interpretation on the part of the subjects.




REFERENCES ¢

Anisfeld, M., Bogo, N. and Lambert, W.E., Evaluation reactions to accented
English. J. Abnormal and Social Psychology, 65: 223-231, 1962. -

Buck, J. F., The effects of Negro and White dialectal variations upon
. attitudes of college students. Speech Monographs, 35: 181-186, 1968.

Denton, Herbert H., Negro dialect: Should schools fight it? The Washington
Post, Sun. December 22, 1968, Cl. ‘

Loban, Walter, Teaching children who speak social class dialects. El. Eng.,
45: 39-94, May, 1968.

Markel, N.N., Eisler, R.M. and Reese, B.W., Judging personality from dialect.
J. Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 6: 33-35, 1967.

Sapir, E., Language, Culture and Personality, (Selected Writings) (Ed. David
G. Mandelbaum), 1963.

" Whorf, Benjamin.L., Language, Thought and Reality, (Ed. J. B. Carroll),
M.I.T. Press, Cambridge, 1956.

Wolfe, V. and Irwin, R.B., The Social Significance of Negro Speech, (Paper
delivered at the ASHA Convention, Nov., 1968).




- 798¢

APPENDIX

QUESTIONNAIRE

Attitudes Concerning Speech Characteristics

Pleﬁsc write in the information called for and circle the items that
describe your status.

College or University:

Sex: M ©F Race: Black; White; Oriental; Other Age:

Academic Classification: Freshman; Sophomore; Junior; Senior; Graduate.

College: Arts and Sciences; Business; Education; Engineering; Other_

Major:

" Instructions

Check the answer that best describes -your attitude, belief, feeling, etc. about
each of the following jtems. Please make a choice in each mstanc;;. If no
answer is exactly satisfactory to you, please check the answer that is most
nearly "correct" in your ¢ . Give the answer that is the best expression of
your feeiings. Do not spend time thinking over your answers. Your first
reaction is very likely to be the most accurate reaction. There is no interest
in identifying the participants in this study. No one but you will xmow what

answers you gave.
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What conclusion would you draw about a person who says: "Whut ya'll gon'
do dis eenin?" instead of "What are you going to do this evening?"

a. The speaker is uneducated.

b. The speaker has a very low I.Q.

c. The speaker is culturally deprived.

d. The speaker has a speech defect.

e. The speaker speaks a nonstandard dialect.

A ’speaker who says "Ummo ax ma frien tuh go wif me" instead of "I'm going

to ask my friend to go with me,”

a. 1is probably a Black speaker.

b. .is probably a White Appalachian speaker.

c. is probably a very unusual perscn since few if any Americans talk like that
d. cannot be identified by the information given.

e. 1s speaking normal but casual speech.

A speaker who says "De chairmens has awready done presented they repoat"
instead of "The chairmen have already presented their report,"

a. could easily be accepted by me as a close personal friend if personality
factors were compatible with mine.

b. would probably not be acceptable to me as a close personal friend if
this sample is representative of his manner of speaking.

If you were an employer with the responsibility of assigning jobs to workers
and you had to do it purely on the basis of a phone conversation, which job
would you assign to the following speaker? This is a sample of his/her speech:
"Fo of the mens was dere fuh dinnuh" instead of "Four of the men were there
for dioner."

a. Salespersonm.
b. Janitor.
c. Either job could be assigned.

If you spoke before a large audience of college-trained listeners and were told
at the end of your speech that you seemed to have an unusual accent, what would
be your most probable reaction?.

a, Mild interest.

Bb. Indifference.

c. Distress and embarrassment.

d. Hostility .toward the informant.

e. Distress and embarrassment in addition to hostility toward the speaker.

What is likely to be your initial feeling toward a White speaker who has a
very "heavy" southern "accent?"

a. a neutral reaction.

b. a feeling of distrust.

c. a feeling of hostility.

d. friendly acceptance.

e. a feeling that you are superior.

84
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7. What is likely to be your initial reaction toward a Black speaker who has
a very “heavy" Black southern "accent?”

a. a neutral reactiom.

b. a feeling of distrust.

c. a feeling of hostility.

d. friendly acceptance.

e. a feeling that you are superior.

8. If your speech pattern differs somewhat from that of the majority of "educate
speakers which would be your most probably attitude? )

‘a. _a strong desire to speak like those in the majority..

b. a desire to learn to speak both ways so thatyou can fit in with family
and friends as well as with others.

c. seek to maintain your own way of talking no matter what others think.

d. no interest as long as you can be understood.

9. What would be your initial emotional feeling if a teacher pointed out to you
that your speech pattern or some element of your speech pattern differed fr
that of most speakers at this University?

a. a feeling of being attacked and diminished as a person.

b. a feeling of hatred toward the teacher.

c. a feeling of gratitude toward the teacher.

d. a feeling that the teacher was mistaken about what he had heard.
e. some interest but no particular emotional reactiom.

10. What should B2 done in the schools abot elementary school children who speak
what has been referred to as a "Black dislect" or "Black English?"

a. The children should be encoursged to give up their dialect and to learm
"Standard Engiish."

b. The children should be taught to use Standard English in additiom to
their own dialect.

c. The schools have no business tampering with the way children have learned
to get along in their own community.

11. When you seek to change a person's speech pattern to sume “standard” way of
talking

a. you violate that person's personality and insult him/her as well as his/h
family and friends.

B. you do that person a valuable favor which will probably pay off in the
long runm.

c. you do something that may be embarrassing at first but it will be of
benefit in the long rum.

$0
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12. How do you think your speech pattern compares with the standard pattern of
speech that is spoken at this University?
a. It is about the same as most speakers.
b. It is characterized by a distinct dialect or accent that is unlike
Standard speech.
¢. The grammar as well as speech sounds differ from Standard apeech in
many respects.
d. It is probably better than the speech of the average person at this
University.
e. It differs from the Standard pattern but it is just as good as the
pattern used by other speakers.
13. Do you tend to make initial judgements about people on the basis of their
dialect?
a. Yes.,
b. Wo.
COMMENTS:~ - -
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. . . Effects of Speaking
' Fnglish Upon

Black |

Employment Opportunities

Sandra L. Terrell
Francis Terrell

Does the use of Black English adversely affect employment opportunities?
Sandra and Francis Terrell explored this issue and the controversy regarding the
use of Black English and found that Black English speakers are offered fewer
jobs than standard English speakers. Sandra Terrell is an assistant professsor in the
Division of Communication Disorders and Francis Terrell is an associate professor in
the Department of Psychology at North Texas State University, Dentor.

Black English has been the subject of
ongoing debate. At least two maijor
controversies exist in this area. Cne
area of debate has consisted of
attempts to explain the linguistic
differences between Biack and White
children. A second area of debate has
c~ntered upon the outcome or
consequences of speaking Black
English.

Essentially two explanations have
been proposed to explain the linguistic
characteristics prevalent among many
Black children. Deutsch (1965) and
John (1963) maintain that lower
socioeconomic and various ethnic
group members have a language
deficiency. Theorists espousing this
deficiency hypothesis hoid the view that
the tendency of Black children to use
fewer words coupied with the finding
that their performance on various
linguistic tasks tends to be lower than

that of middle-class White children
reflects a cognitive deficiency (Osser,
Wang, and Zaid, 1969). In contrast,
Labov (1966), Shuy (1969). and Baratz
(1969) maintain that a fegitimate
dialectat difference exists among the
various ethnic groups. These theorists
have suggested that variations in
linguistic style found among various
ethnic groups reflect cultural
differences.

A second area of debate concerns
the ramifications or consequences of
speaking Black English. Essentially two
positions exist as to whether Black
children should be taught and
encouraged to speak Biack Engiish. Or,
the one hand, some behavioral
scientists propose that Black children
should be permitted to speak Black
English. Adherents to this position
maintain that the use of Black English
is important for the development and

enhancement of a healthy self-concept
among Black childrer. in contrast, Clark
(1975) and Taylor {197C) have
proposed that Black children who are
encouraged to use Black English wilf be
handicapped in several ways. First,
these individuals will not be successful
in schools and second, speakers of
Black English will be at a relative
disadvantage in obtaining employment.

Previous research has shown that
children who speak a dialect related to
their own subcuiture tend to have a
higher seif-concept (Lefley, 1975).
However, no studies are available
examining whether Blacks who speak
Black English are at a disadvantage
when seeking employment. This study
sought to fill that void by examining
whether a relationship exists between
number of job offers made and type of
dialect spoken.

Method
Participants

Participants used in this study were
100 personnel managers of large
businesses who had advertised position
openings in local newspapers for
secretaries in a large southwestern
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metropolitan area.

Interviewees

Interviewees were six Black,
advanced undergraduate females
whose ages ranged from 20 to 22
years. Three of the interviewees’ basic
vocabulary consisted primarily of Black
English according to the criteria used
by Baratz (1969). These interviewees
were designated as Group A. The other
three interviewees' primary vocabulary
was relatively absent of Black English
features and they were designated as
Group 8 interviewees.

Procedures

The want ads of newspapers in a
large southwestern metroplex were
observed over an 11-month period for
announcements of secretarial positions.
When an ad appeared which seemed
appropriate for this study, the senior
investigator phoned the agency and
asked if the position was still vacant
and attempted to obtain information
concerming the requirements for the
position. If the position was still open,
an appointment was scheduled for a
job interview. Next, based upon a coin
toss, one of the two types of
interviewees went to ihe agency at the
scheduled appointment time (or the
next day if no appointment was
required) to apply for the position. Each
of the applicants carried three very
tavorable but bogus letters of
recommendation and was instructed to
inform all potential employers that she
was familiar with operating various
popular types of office machines and
had two years of previous experiences
as a secretary. Also, just prior to
entering the personnel manager's office
for the interview, the applicant
unobtrusively switched on a tape
recorder and stop-watch carried in her
purse. At the conclusion of each
interview, if it was not already known,
the interviewees asked the personnel
manager what the wages for the
position were.

Prior to conducting this study it was
decided not to include female and
Black personnel managers since they
might be more recaptive to
disenfranchised groups and
consequently, more sympathetc to
Black English speakers. Also, although
no research could be found to support
this, it was speculated that currently
there are few femaie and Biack
personnel managers. Thus, a second
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reason it was decided to exclude
female and black personnei managers
was that they would not be a true
refliection of the personnel manager
population. Third, it was decided to
eliminate any manager who did not
permit the applicant to talk for a
minimum of five minutes. It was felt that
any amount of time less than this wouid
not be sufficient to permit the personnel
manager fully to recognize whether the
applicant was speaking Black English
or standard English. Finally, it was
decidec not to include any protccols in
which a Group A interviewee did not
use at least five Biack English features
or a Group B interviewee used more
than one Black English feature.

In all, 121 agencies were contacted.
Ot these, nine were eliminated because
the initial phone call indicated that the
position had been filled. Five others
were eliminated because of the
applicant talked less than five minutes.
Of the five agencies eliminated for this
reason, three had been visited by a
Black English speaker and two had
been visited by a standard English
speaker. Seven other agencies visited
were not considered in the data
analysis because the personnel
manager who conducted the interview
was either Black, a femate, or both
Black and a female.

Prior to examining the hypotheses of
this study, a check was made to insure
that those managers who were
intended to be exposed to Black
English had been and those who were
intended to be exposed to standard
English aiso had been. To do this, two
judges who were famitiar with Biack
English features listened to each tape
recording of the interview. Judges then,
independentiy of each other, counted
the number of Black English features in
each tape. As mentioned previously, it
was decided prior to analyzing the data
that it the standard English speaker had
more than one Black English feature,
that tape would be eliminated from the
data analysis and, conversely. if the
Black English speaker had less than
five Black English features, that tape
would aiso be eliminated. If either judge
indicated that a tape did not meet this
criterion, that tape was eliminated. No
tapes were discarded because of this
criterion.

Resuits
The maijor purpose of this study was
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to examine the number of applicants
offered jobs as a function of whether
the interviewee spoke Black or
standard English. However two
dependent measures were used to
evaluate the hypothesis of this study.
One measure examined was the
amount of time interviewers spent with
candidates. Previous research indicates
that the longer an employer interviews
an applicant, the more desirable that
applicant is usually perceived to be
(Tultar, Mullins, and Caldwell, 1979).
Therefore, it was reasoned that the
more interested an employer was in
hiring an interviewee used in this study,
the more time the employer would
devote to that candidate. A second
measure used was the amount of job
offers each group of applicants
received. Employers wh~ had not
contacted an applicant after a two-week
interval were telephoned by the
applicant who requested information as
to whether a job offer was going to be
made.

The average amount of time spent
with Black English speakers was 17.34
minutes (S.D. = 7.96) while the mean
amount of time spent with standard
English speakers was 24.64 minutes
{S.D. = 10.09). A significant difference
was found between the two groups
(t = 2.59. p < .05, hvo-tailed).

The major variabl 2 used to examine
the hypothesis of this study was the
actual number of job offers made to
each applicant. The number of job
ofters made to Black English speakers
was eight while the number of job
offers to the standard English speakers
was 17. Using a chi square with Yates
correction applied, a significant
difference in the number of job offers to
the groups was found (x* = 7.86, p <
.01.) To estimate the percentage of
shared variance between tyse of dialect
spoken and job offers, a ph. coefficient
was computed. The results indicated
that 28% of the variance between
linguistic style and job offers was
accounted for in this study.

While these results seem to indicate
that differences in linguistic style was
the important determinant ot whether
applicants received job offers, severai
other explanations are available to
account for these differences. One
possible alternative explanation is that
ditferences in the amount of spoken
words influenced personne! managers’
decisions rather than dialectal style.




However, no differences were found in
the number of words spoken for
standard Engiish speakers who were
hired versus those who were not hired
{t = 1.05, p > .05) nor for Black
English speakers who were hired
versus those who were not hired

(t = 1.44, p > .05). These findings
imply that the total number of words
spoken by interviewees was not an
important determinant of whether a job
ofter was made.

Finally, decisions to hire or not to hire
may have been due to differences
among managers in the amount of
money they were either willing or
authorized to pay applicants. That is, it
is possible that the reason standard
English speakers received more job
offers was that the managers who
interviewed them either had less money
to offer or attempted to hire these
individuals at a lower level of pay than
those managers who interviewed Black
English speakers. To explore this
possibility, applicants were divided into
Black English versus standard English
speakers and further separated
according to whether a job offer was
made. The mean amount of pay for the
Black English speakers who were not
hired was $5.05 per hour (S.D. = 1.46)
while the mean wages offered to Black
English speakers who were hired was
$3.52 (S.D. = .80). For the standard
English speakers who were not hired
the mean pay was $5.20 (S.D. = 1.16)
and the mean wages offered to the
standard English speakers who were
hired was $5.34 (S.D. = 1.38). Using a
2 x 2 (type of dialect by job offer)
ANOVA, differences in hourly wages
between groups were examined. No
significant differences in wages were
found for the main effects of type of
dialect or job offers. However, a
significant interaction effect was found
among the groups F(1,96) =7.55, p <
.01. Scheffe's method of post hoc
comparisons was used to examine
differences between groups. No
significant differences in potential
wages were found between Black
English speakers who were not offered
jobs and standard English speakers
who were not offered jobs or between
Black Engiish speakers who were not
offered jobs and standard English
speakers who were offered jobs. Also.
no significant differences were found
between standard English speakers
who were offered positions and
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standard English speakers who were
not offered positions. However, Black
English speakers who were offered
positions, were offered jobs whose
wages were signficantly lower than
Black English speakers who were not
offered jcbs (p < .01). in addition,
Black English speakers, who were
offered positions, were offered jobs
whose wages were significantly lower
than standard English speakers who
were offered positions (p < .01). Thus,
contrary to expectations, these resuits
seem to indicate that rather than
standard English speakers being
offered positions due to possible lower
wage levels, Black English speakers
who were offered employment, were
oftered these positions because of
lower wage levels.

Discussion

This study examined differences in
job offers as a function of whather
interviewees spoke Black or standard
English during the interview. it was
found that interviewees who spoke
Black English were given shorter
interviews and fewer job offers than
interviewees who spoke standard
English. In addition, when job offers
were made, it was found that
individuais who spoke Black English
were offered positions paying
significantly less than standard English
speakers who were offered jobs. Thus,
the results of this study seem to
support the contentions of previous
theorists who maintain that speakers of
Black English will be at an economic
disadvantage relative to speakers of
standard English.

it should be noted, however, that the
design of this study may place
limitations on the generalization of the
results. This study deliberately selected
clerical positions as a context in which
to test the hypothesis of this study. The
rationale for this was that at the time
this study was conducted, there was a
high demand for individuals with clerical
skills in the area where the data were
collected. Thus, the use of secretarial
positions as the context in which to test
the hypotheses of this study was done
primarily for convenience. An important
aspect of jobs of this sort is that they
require a significant amount of verbal
interaction with others. Had
interviewees applied for a different type
of position which does not require a
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significant amount of interaction with
others, different resuits may have been
found. There are no data available
regarding this issue. Studies examining
the relationship between dialectal
ditferences and type of employment
would be of value to understand better
the economic conseguences of
speaking Black Engiish.

Because of the possible limited
generalization of these findings, results
of this initial study do not permit one to
conclude definitively that dialectal style
is related to economic opportunity.
Howaever, if it is assumed momentarily
that dialectal style is related to
employment opportunities, the resuits of
this study would seem to have several
implications. The most obvious is that
those who advocate training and
encouraging Blacks to speak Biack
English may be running the risk of
reducing those persons’ marketability.
For those who prefer to encourage
Blacks to speak Black English, a more
appropriate strategy might be to teach
children both Btack English and
standard English. Additionally, it may
be desirable for those who advocate
the use of Black English to work at a
societal level to change apparently
negative attitudes toward Black English.

References

Baratz. J. A bi-Gialecta! 1ask for determining
fanguage proficiency w .
disadvantaged Negro children. Child
Deveiopmant, 1969, 40, 889-901.

Ciark, K. Interview. New York Times. March 18,
1973. Cited \n Black Amencan English. P. Stoller
(Ed.). New York: Dell Publishing Company.
1975, 186.

Deutsch. M. The role of social class in language
deveiopment and cogniton. Amarican Journal of
Orthopsychustry, 1965. 25. 78-88.

John. V. The inteliectual development of sium
chidren: Some preliminary findings. Amencan
Journal of Orthopsychistry, 1963, 33, 813-822.

Labov. W. The social stratification of English in
New York City. Washington, OC: Center for
Applied Linguistics, 1966.

Lefley, H. Ditferential seif-concept in Amencan
Indian chiidren as a function of [anquage and
examiner. Journal of Personaiity and Social
Psychology. 1975, 31, 36-41.

Osser. H., Wang, M.. & Za, F. The young child's
abitity 1o ¢mitate and comprehend speech: A
comparison of two sub-cultural groups. Child
Development, 1969, 40, 1063-1075.

Shuy, R. W. A linguistic backgrouna for developing
beginning reading matenals for Black chidren. In
J. C. Baraz & R. W. Shuy (Eds.), Teaching
Biack children to read. Washington, DC: Center
tor Applied Linguistic s, 1969.

Taylor. J. Non-standarc Snglish. Paper presented
at the Annual Conve’ Jon of Amerncan Speech
and Heanng Assc ..aton, New York, 1970,

Tullar, W. L.. Mulins, T. W., & Cakiwell. S. A.
Etlects of interview length and applicant quality
on interview decision time. Journal of Applied
Psychology. 1979. 64, 669-674




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

86 ”

CULTURAL INFLUENCES IN THE DEVELOPMENT
AND TREATMENT OF STUTTERING: A PRELIMINARY
REPORT ON THE BLACK STUTTERER

Williom R. Leith

Wayne State Univessity, Detroit, Michigan

Howard A. Mims

Cleveland State University, Cleveland, Ohio

A behavioral analvsis of a group of stutterets vevealed speech behavioral differences
that appeared to be culturally determined. Two general types of stuttering behav-
ioral patterns were differcutiated. The stuuering behaviors characteristic of the first
pattern were overt repetitions and prolongations with a moderate number of sec-
ondary characteristics that were also overt and of the same relative degree of severity
as the prolongations and repetitions. The second pattern was characterized by pro-
longations and repetitions that were more covert and by a larger number of secon-
dary characteristies that were considerably more severe than the repetitions and
prolongations. While 85, of the first pattern, Group I, were white stutcerers, 799,
of the sccond pattern, Group II, were black stutterers. These results are explained by
important black cultural clemesits such as (1) the importance of oral skills, (2) the
importance of manifesting cmotional “coolnuss,” and (3) the cultural rejection of
disfluent speech paiterns. The authors believe that, gencnally, the forces within the

hiack culture tend to be in opposition to currently practiced stuttering treatment
procedures.

During 1973 and 1974 Leith was involved in the development of a rating scale
for stuttering. From application of the vating scale and from clinical evidence,
we have found strong indications that cultural factors appear to be influential
in the development of stuttering behaviors. Furthernmore, we believe that
these factors must be dealt with in the treatment of stuttering, This paper
presents observations that led the authors to hypothesize that cultural factors
influence stuttering patterns and that factors specific to black American cul-
ture must be considered by persons providing treatment to black persons who
stutter. Sociolinguistic information pertinent to the hypotheses is reviewed,
and implications for therapy are discussed. Formal discussion of cultural
factors is extremely limited in the literature on stuttering, but social and
cultural factors arc often tangentially alluded to through discussion of pa-
rental pressure, home environment, and other factors (Lemert, 1970), A review
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of the literature by the authors has failed to reveal any specific consideration
ot cultural factors in theories concerned with the development and treatment
of sruttering. Berlin and Berlin  (1964) reported on the influence of socio-
ccoronic levels on individual reactions to stattering behaviors but their report
is not dircctly related to any particular cultural group. They found that
individuals in lower sociocconomic groups were less accepting of disfluent
speech patterns than were persous in higher sociocconomic groups. We feel
that this sociocconomic factor mav be operative in our findings concerning
influences from the black culture. However, we also believe there are still other
factors, cultural rather than sociocconomic, that are involved in the rejection
of disfluent speech patterns within the black community. We arrived at our
basic hypotheses as a result of the application of the Behavior Profile Sheet
(Lcith, 1975) and from our own clinical observations.

BACKGROUND

Leith's Behavior Profile Shect, a rating scale for stuttering, is based on the
concept that stuttering is not a single behavioral event but rather a grouping
or clustering of behavioral events around the nucleus, which is made up of
repetitions and prolongations. With prolongations and repetitions as the core
of the stuttering behavior, other behaviors become associated with the group-
ing or cluster if they contribute to avoiding, terminating, or masking of the
prolongations or repetitions. Thus, the Behavior Profile Sheet views the
phcnomenon of stuttering from a molecular level. This means that each asso-
ciated behavior is considered an independent behavioral event and these
events have the dimensions of frequency of occurrence, intensity of occurrence,
and duration of occurrence (Kanfer and Saslow, 1969).

The Behavior Profile Sheet is used to classify stuttering into thrce major
behavioral categories: (1) stuttering behaviors (repetitions and prolongations);
(2) vocal speech modifiers (vocal speech behaviors such as prolonging sounds,
repeating words or phrases, or speaking at a fast rate in order to avoid, ter-
minate, or mask stuttcring); and (3) nonvocal speech modifiers (nonvocal
behaviors such as cve blinks, head movements, body movements, or facial con-
tortions that are used to avoid, terminate, or mask stuttering).

The examiner rates behavioral excesses or deficits on a three-point scale in
werms of deviation from narmal regarding {requency (too many eye blinks or
too few blinks), intensity (too much compression of the lips on a bilabial sound
or too little compression so that the sound is distorted), and duration (eye
contact that lasts too long or eye contact that does not last long enough).

Two Stuttering Patterns

During the development of the Behavior Profile Sheet, Leith completed
25 hehavior profiles on stutterers between the ages of 11 and 33 who came to
the Cleveland Hearing and Speech Center for speech cevaluations. Normal

91
£7STCOPY AVAILABLE




¢

LEITH, MIMS: Cultural influences in Stuttering 461

intake procedures at the center were followed and 25 stutterers were assigned
to Leith for evaluation. Upon completion of the evaluation, an examination
of the Behavior Profile Shects indicated that two rather distinct patterns of
stuttering behaviors were emerging. .

‘Those stutterers in Group I would, perhaps, be considered most typical of
the stuttering population. Stuttering hehaviors (repetitions and prolongations)
were primarily overt, and the freyuency, intensity, and duration of the repe-
titions and prolongations were observable and measurable. This group also
manifesied a woderate nuinber of speech modifiers, and these behaviors de.
viated from normal at about the same degree as did the stuttering behaviors.
Overall, there was a consistency in all behaviors in that the same degree of
severity seemed to be present in all behaviors. In describing these stutterers
it could be said that they, although somewhat tense and emotionally involved
in the stuttering, could allow the repetitions and prolongations to occur
overtly.

The Group II stutterers tended not to manifest overt stuttering behaviors.
If a repetition or prolongation did occur, attempts were made to mask it or,
in some way, to make it as covert as possible. On some occasions, if these
stutterers fclt that repetitions or prolongations might occur, they would not
even attempt speech. Thus, the fretjuency, intensity, and duration of these
stuttering behaviors were extremely difficult to observe and measure. If the
cevaluation of the severity of stuttering was based only on the frequency of
occurrence of repetitions and prolongations, these stutterers would be con.
sidered mild or perhaps even normal speakers. However, the stutterers’in
Group I manifested a disproportionately large number of speech modifiers.
The speech modifiers were also, for the most part, rated as severe in terms of
: frequency, intensity, or duration of occurrence. Thus, the ratings of the speech
: wotlifiers were not consistent with the ratings of the stuttering behaviors. It

was this lack of consistenicy that first brought into focus the separation of the
categories of the stutterers. “T'his group of stutterers had many severe speech
wodifiers while the stuttering behaviors (vepetitions and prolongations) were
less severe and more covert. The Group Il stutterers tended to be tense and
anxious and seemed less willing than Group I stutterers to tolerate the occur-
rences of overt repetitions or prolongations.

After determining the operational definitions for the two groups of stut.
terers, the authors and three graduate students in speech pathiology sorted
coded Behavior Profile Sheets into the two groups. The results of this sorting
process arc to be found in ‘Table 1. Of the persons in Group I, 84.89, were
white stutterers, while black stutterers represented 79.4%, of Group II.

Conferences were held with public school specch clinicians in Indianapolis
and South Bend, Indiana, and in Cleveland, Ohio, regarding the findings of
the investigation. Clinical evidence provided by dhese speech clinicians sup-
ported the grouping concept. ‘The clinicians agreed that both the male and
female black stutterers tend to present Group I1 patterns, but they stated that
preadolescent black stutierers did not diflerentiate themselves in this way.

w
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Tastz 1. Results of sorting Behavior Profile Sheets.

Groupl Group Il .
Black White Black White
Sorter N % N % N % N %
Leith 1 10 9 90 73 ¢ 27
Mims 2 18 9 82 1 78 s 22
Grad 1 2 20 8 80 12 80 s 20
Grad 2 1 10 9 9 12 80 s 2
Gnd $ 2 18 9 82 12 86 2 14
Means 16 152 88 848 116 794 30 206

It was felt that the majority of black stutterers moved into a Group 11 classifi-
cation from a Group I classification but the exact age of this movement could
not be agreed upon.

The authors speculated that cultural factors were influencing the develop-
ment of stuttering and perhaps also the response to the treatment of stuttering.
In reflecting on past clinical experience with many black stutterers, both
authors felt that their clinical effectiveness was limited because of the incom-
patibility of existing clinical paradigms with black cultural influences. The
next portion of the paper discusses cultural influences in the development and

treatment of stuttering and the implications that these cultural influences

might have on current treatment paradigms. The authors make rather broad

statements concerning cultural influences which might produce this form of
stuttering. It is stressed that we recognize that these broad statements and
generalizations apply neither to all black stutterers nor to all cultural groups.

Generalizations and broad applications of theories are made with these limi-
tations in mind.

CULTURAL FACTORS

The evidence which suggests that black stutterers tend to differ from white
stutterers in terms of the nature of the stuttering behavior and in terms of
reactions to certain therapeutic procedures has led to speculation about pos-
sible causes for such supposed diffcrences. Fromn our observations we have
arrived at the following hypotheses:

1. Black stutterers are basically behaviorally different from white swutterzrs with
regard to their stuttering patterns,

2. The behavioral differences in stuttering patterns are the result of cultural dif-
ferences. .

3. These cultural differences will result in the black stuuerer reacting differently to
treatment than the white stutterer.

If the various hypotheses being considered in this paper are supported by more
systematic and intensive investigation, a comparative study of the nature and
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function of language in black and white cultures may provide some answers
to questions about the etiology of specific stuttering behaviors.

Sociolinguists are keenly aware of the cultural differences that are mani-
fested in different language styles and in terms of function of language in
interpersonal relationships in different cultures. Smith (1970, p. x) states
that the black Americans are essentially an oral people like their ancestors in
Africa. In many black African societies the history and traditions of the indi-
vidual groups were transmitted orally, aad the slder who kept this information
was one of the most revered members of the community. The importance of
orality has been maintained and is seen in the black society today. Being able
to “rap,” “sound,” or “run it down" are skills that are prized in the black
culture. This is not only true of blacks in rhe so-called “street culture,” but
it is also true, to some extent, at every level of the society (Smith, 1970).

Black speakers have not depended on their ability to use standard or “white
speech” patterns for their verbal success within the black community. Mitchel:
(1970, p. 148) went so far as to assert that “Black preaching requires the use
of black language—the rich rendition of English spoken in the black ghetto.”
Skills in “shucking,” “jiving,” “signifying,” and “playing the dozens” as de-
scribed by Kochman (1972) are familiar to most black males and to a con-
siderable number of black females. The premium placed ca oral skills among
black New York City street gangs is evidenced by the following observation
by Labov and Robbins (1970, p. 210): “Sources of prestige within the group
are physical size, toughness, courage and skill in fighting; skill with language
in ritual insults, verbal routines with girls, singing, jokes and storytelling;
knowledge of nationalist lore. . . . Dale (1972, p. 250) has also commented on
the value of fluency in the black community. He reported that, “The verbal
deficit hypothesis is contradicted by the observations by many social scientists
and others familiar with black culture that there is great emphasis on verbal
fluency.” He goes on to describe several types of aggressive verbal behaviors
and concludes that ™. . . in general, superior verbal fluency is a mark of
distinction.”

The term fluency as used above carries z different meaning than when using
the term in reference to the stutterer. Fluency, as used in this context, means
a continuing, forward-moving verbalization. The speech may be filled with
repeated phrases such as “you know,” and "I mean,” but there is no hesitancy
in terms of the continual Jow of verbalization. These phrases may even be
chained on occasions, such as “you know, you know, you know,” but the con.
tinuing flow of verbalization represents fluency.

Another characteristic which brings about esteem and prestige to the indi.
vidual within segments of the black community is the individual's ability to
be “cool.” To be “cool” is to always appear to be in control of the emotions,
to never be caught off guard, to have everything under control, to be unrufied
by social encounters such as competitive verbal games or various types of
interpersonal altercations. Cole (1970), in describing a “cool” individual wrote,
“Cool? No one ever hears him speak above a whisper. Always calm. Never,
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I mean in a hurry. Slow and steady. Always sceming to know his next move
in advance.” Talking “cool” and being fluent would appear to be directly
related. The black stutiercrs whose culture places 2 particular premium on
being fluent and on being “cool” would appeur to have a handicap that
deprives them of 2 culturally unique source of prestige among their peers,

In order to minimize his handicap the young black stutterer appears to turil
to culturally approved speech behaviors for speech modifiers in order to avoid,
terminate, or mask the stuttering and the resultanit emotional reactions. It is
our contention that the black idiom includes many verbal and gestural charac-
teristics that lend themselves in a peculiar way to the communicative patterns
of black stutterers. We are suggesting that there may be a pattern of appro-

, priating these linguistic and gestural characteristics in an cffort to avoid, ter-
| minate, or mask stuttering in a way that is more in keeping with the demands
i of the culture than the overt repetitions or prolongations.

\ Thus, the speech clinician must deal with the young black stutterer who,
! like most young people, is striving for cultural and peer recognition and
approval. For many young blacks the principle means of achieving this recog-
‘ nition and approval is through verbal skills in competitive games such as
! “playing the dozens,” “rapping,” “capping,” and “signifying,” as well as in
{ noncompetitive social speech. Even their noncompetitive social communica-
|
i

tion can be the source of ridicule whenever the overt stuttering behaviors
occur.

If the black cultural environment penalizes the occurrence of repetitions
and prolongations, and by positive social reinforcement encourages the speech
modifiers, the cultural influcnces arc in conflict with the goals of some therapy
programs. These are treatment programs where overt stuttering is encouraged
so that repetitions and prolongations can be controlled and speech modifiers
are eliminated. It would appear that therapy of this nature would, of neces-
sity, fail since the impacr of peer or cultural reinforcement or punishment
would be far greater than the therapeutic impact of a clinician, who might
see the stutterer only once a week and probably is not of the stutterer's pecr
or cultural group. There scem to be only two clinical options available to the
speech clinician who is working with a Group 11 black stutterer.

The first option is to get the stutterers to deal with their environment ina
new and more positive way. This type of clinical approach would of necessity
be cognitive in nature and the stutterers would have to reject cultural re-
sponses so that a traditional stuttering therapy programn could be applied.
These stutterers would have to be able to work counter to the culturc by
allowing the stuttering to occur. by learning to control the stuttering behavior,
and by eliminating the speech modifiers. The authors feel that this therapeutic
approach would have little success with the young black stutterer.

The second clinical option would be the use of clinical treatment programs

' x CLINICAL IMPLICATIONS
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that reinforce fluent spcech behavior and extinguish disfluent speech behavior.
These therapy paradigms are cither classical (respondent) behavior modifica-
tion along the lines of Wolpe (1938) or instrumental {operant) following the
lead of Goldiamond (1963). There are many therapy models in the behavior
paradigm (Ingham and Andrews, 1973), but almost without exception the
therapy programs call for the reinforcement of fluency or the punishment of
disfluency. In either the classical or instrumental paradigm, the therapeutic
goal is fluent speech with no therapeutic strategy for dealing with terminating
stuttering blocks which might follow treatment. These therapies having a goal
of total fluency would seem to be amenable to the cultural demands on the
black stutterer.

However, there appears to be a major problem in either the classical desen-
sitization therapy paradigm or the instrumental reinforcement paradigm. If,
indeed, the black stutterers are culturally so dependent on fluency, it is
highly likely that they wili, in their highly sensitized state, have difficulty
dealing with even the slightest disfluency. We suspect that even normal speech
disfluencies are probably unacceptable to them in that these can carry almost
the same degree of cultural rejection as do their stuttering disfluencies. Thus,
even after a successful desensitization treatment program, these stutterers
would appear to be very susceptible to regression since they and their culture
are so highly sensitized to any type of speech disfluency.

Within the instrumental paradigm the stutterer is also very susceptible to
regression, since the culture is highly sensitive to speech fluency and openly
punishes members of the culture according to their degree of disfluency.
Again, even normal speech disfluencies interfere with the fluency factor within
the culture so that the stutterer, already highly sensitized to cultural pressure
and reactions to disfluencies, is extremely vulnerable to open cultural rejection
of any form of disfluent spcech.

The authors do not have any therapeutic answers to the unique problems
presented by the black stutterer. Our clinical experiences have been, for the
most part, quite negative. The black stuttering clients have, with an intrigu-
ing consistency, terminated their therapy at a particular point in therapy.
Mims (1967) examined the lack of clinical success with the teenage and young
adult black stutterer and discussed that point in therapy when the black stut-
terer abandons the therapy program. Therapy carried on within the clinic
apparently is not a frightening situation, and the stutterer can tolerate this
aspect of therapy. However, when demands are placed upon them to take the
new behaviors and introduce the hehaviors to their peers, the stutterers often
terminate therapy. Leith also experienced the withdrawal of the black stut-
terer from the therapy program during this period in therapy. It would
appear that peer and cultural pressures are too great a factor for the stutterers
to deal with and that the conflict hetween clinical needs and cultural needs
can only be resolved by eliminating the disruptive influence of clinical
demands.

There are, in all likelihood, many factors from various cultures which are
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influential in the development and treatinent of stuttering. More subtle cul-
tural influences are certain to exist but have not been explored in this article
i - or in any literature that the authors have found. However, if these or any
{ other factors were instrumentai in the development of stuttering we feel they
f must be dealt with in the treatment program. The speech clinician must be
' trained to work within cultural demands and he or she must be provided with
1 treatment paradigms which allow for unique influences by various cultures.
A good treatment program must work within cultural demands and not at
| cross purposcs with the stutterer’s environment.
| The authors are very much aware of the weaknesses in the design of this
| : initial investigation, but they feel that the implications are worthy of serious
consideration by the practicing clinician and the researcher concerned with the
treatment of stuttering, The reliability of the Behavior Profile Sheet and an
associated video training program are being tested in a doctoral research study
i at Case Western Reserve University.
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Walt Wolfram
UDC and CAL

VOCABULARY

In the following sentences, choose the meaning(s) of the
sentences as ycu would normally understand them. In a few cases,
& sentence may have more than one weaning, but you should normally
look for one meaning. Different sentences may mean different things
to different people, and we're simply interested in what they may
mean to you. If a sentence doesn't really mean anything to you,
vrite "Dont Know" under the sentence.

1. 1 hear that Mrs. Jones has a crumb gnatcher.
a. Mrs. Jones has a dog that begs at the table.
Mrs. Jones has a cat.

b
¢. Mre Jones has a pet that begs at the table.
d. Mrs. Jones has a baby.

2. Don't waste the milk'
a. Don't spill the milk!
b. Don't drink the milk'
¢. Drink all the milk!
d. Don't taste the milk !

3. Mrs. Jones has mother wit.
4. Mrs. Jones has a clever mother.
b. Mrs. Jones is very funny.
¢. Mrs. Jones has common sense.
d. Mrs. Jones has a lot of patience.

4. John was doing & slow drag.

4. John was dancing & slow dance.

Vel
Co

b. John was driving in his car slowly.
€. John was smoking his cigarette slowly.
d. John was walking very slowly.




9.

10.

James
a.
b.
c.
d.

is a punk.

James is a troublemaker.

James is a young child.

James acts like & young child.
James is a homosexual,.

The Jones' just bought a new hog.

a.
b.
c.
d.

James

t (3

c.
d.

Don't
a.
b.
c.
d.

James
a,
b.
c.
d.

The Jones' bought a new animal for the farm.
The Jones' bought a new car.
The Jones' bought a new Cadillac.

The Jones' bought a new house.

is a short, bright person.

Janes is short and has a light skin color.
James is short and intelligent.

James is short and cheert.al.

James is short and fat.

roll your eyes at me!

Don't let your mind wonder when talking to me!
Don't flirt with me!

Don't let your eyes go crossed when talking to me!
Don't be disrespectful to me'

is color struck.

James likes gparkling colors.
James likes light skinned persons.
James is color blind.

James can't stand the bright sun.

Curtis was hitting on Edna.

a.
b.
c.
d.

Linda

Curtis was flirting with Edna.
Curtis was beating Edna.
Curtis was lying to Edna.

Curtis was teasing Edna.

has ar attitude about Gene.

Linda likes Gene.

Linda {s angry at Gene. S)E)
Linda {s nice to Gene.

Linda knows what she thinks about Gene.




12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

76

Mrs. Johnson blessed out Dolores.

e.
b.
c.
d.

Mrs. Johnson blessed Dolores.

Mrs. Johnson prayed for Dolores.

Mrs. Johnson liked to pick on Dolores.
Mrs. Johnson scolded Dolores.

Richard was a pimp for the teacher.

a.
b.
c.
d.

Richard was taking orders for the teacher.

Richard was an errand boy for the ieacher

Richard told the teacher everything the children did.
Richard did whatever the teacher wanted.

Melvin had tight jaws.

a.
b.
c.
d.

Melvin had & thin face.
Melvin was very quiet.
Melvin was angry.
Melvin had the mumps.

Eileen is a fox.

a.
b.
c.
d.

Don't
a.
b.
c.
d.

Eileen is very nice looking.
Eileen is very sneaky.
Eileen has a bad temper.

Eileen acts like an animal.

poke your mouth out at me!
Don't laugh!

Don't cry!

Don't be mad!

Don't be surprised’

It's boocoo candy in thz box.

‘o
b.

There's good candy in the box.
There's chocolate candy in the box.
There's & lot of candy in the box
There's no candy in the box.

100
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18. 1It's time for the haints.

a.
b.
C.
d.

It's time for saying no.

It's time for the ghosts to be out.

It's time for visiting.

It's time for going to church.

19. The hawk is out today.

a.
b.
c.
d.

It's & cold, windy day.
It's a beautiful day.
Be careful today!

It's your lucky day.

10

4
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Howard A. Mims, Ph.D.

Dept. of Speech & Hearing 9?
Cleveland State University

DIALECT ANALYSIS: PHONOLOGY

Identify the words in which the speaker uses Black English phonological rules.
Indicate how the sound or sounds of the word differ from Standard English pronunci-
ation rules. Write the sound or letter used by the speaker above the letter in the
word. If you know the phonetic alphabelt use phonetics. Otherwise, use the
letters of the regular alphabet.

SPEECH SAMPLE

You learn how to present a piece of business, discuss it, modify it, propose
it, and so on. You learn how meetings are run and how you can protect your rights
and privileges in them. You will not learn all of the rules, but you will learn
all of the procedures that most anyone will need to know to participate in the
difficult meeting following the rules.

SENTENCES FROM THE TEMPLIN-DARLEY TEST OF ARTICULATION

3. Ruth picked a rose.

7. Thank you a thousand times.

8. Something is better than nothing.

9. Both children need a bath.
10. They are going there.

11. Although I called her, she wasn't there.
12, Bathe your skin until it's smoothe. ,

89. This ladder was used in the murder.

90. An ill-day sucker is nuuch thicker. N




91.

92.

103.

104,

105.

106.

107.

108.

113.

116.

117.

121.

122,

123.

124,

125,

126.

This car is bigger and much longer.

She would rather take her mother.

Two of the blocks were dark blue.

Most people enjoy an apple.

He's too feeble to move the table.

The bottle is much too little.

His buckle caught on the bicycle.

Don't try to wriggle out of it.

That dog is part wolf.

He was lost in the mist.

What risk is involved in the task.

It's the only lamp in the whole camp.

I can't find your present.

We'll spend the day lying ca the sand.

He's very exact about each fact.

I hoped he hadn't overslept.

She left my mother a gift.

Y9
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Sociolinguistic Issues in Assessment
FROM: WISC

GENERAL COMPREHENSION

Directions Resd sach question to the Subject. Sometimes Subjects find it
dificult b remember the entire question. It is, thercfore, always permissible
to repest the question. It is good practice te repeat the question if no response
je oblained after ten or fificen seconds, but no alteration er sbbrevistion is
permitted. It may be ascessary to encourage the Subject by such remarks as
Yes or Go sbesd. If the response is not clear Please explain further, or Tell
me more about it, may be added.

Discontinue 8 consecutive failures (responses scored 0).

Scoring Each item is scored 2, 1 or 0. See Appendix A for specific scoring
eriteria and sample answers.

Maximum score: 28 points.

Test Quasmions

What is the thing to do when you cut your finger?

What is the thing to do if you lose one of your friend's Lalls
(dolls)?

What would you do if you were sent to buy a loaf of bread and the
grocer said he did not have any more?

What is the thing to do if a fellow (girl) much smaller than your-
self starts to fight with you?

What should you do if you see a train approaching a broken track?
Why is it better to build a house of hrick than of wood?

Why are criminals locked up?

Why should wornen and children be saved first in a shipwreck?
Why is it better to pay bills by check than by cash?

Why is it generally better to give money to an organized charity
than 10 a street beggar?

. Why should most government positions be filled through cx-
aminations?

12. Why is cotton fiber uscd in making cloth?
13. Why do we elcet (or need to have) senators and congressmen?
14. Why should a promise be kept?

COINN & W N

bt

b
b

3 Optional alternaie wording. What is the thing 1o do il you lose o ball
one of your friendis? e That & e il you lose o boll (doll) that belongs 10
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ITPA Grammatical Closure Subtest with Comparison of “Correct” Responses
a=4 Appalachian and Vemacular Black English Alternant Forms

Appalachisn

Stimulus with “Carrect™ kem Accerding te ITPA Teet Manual English Alternant

{kems onsidered o be “comect™ according to the procedures for scoring ae italiciaed.)

1. Hete is & dog. Here are two dogs/doggees.

2 This cat is under the chair. Where is the cat? She 15 on/{any prepostion—other than “under"~indicating location).

3. Each child has a ball. This is hers, and this is hus. his'n

4. This dog likes to bark. Have he is berking.

5. Hereis & deess. Here are two dresses.

6. The boy is opening the gate. Here the gate hags been opened.

7. There s mik in thes glass. it is & glass of/ wh,/for/0/lots of milk.

8 This brcycle belongs to Sohn. Whoee brcycle is u? R is John's.

9. This boy is writing somaething. This is what he wrote/hes written/did write. wnied/ writ

has wrote
10. This is the man's home. and thus is where he works. Here he 18 going to work, and
hete he is going home/back home/to his home. o home
11. 1%2re it 13 ght. and here it is mormung. He goes to work fiest thing in the morming.
and he goes home first thing ot night. of the nght

12 This man 18 p g Hesap /fence p S-pamin’
13 The boy is going to eat all the coalues. Now ali the cookies have been raten. et/ ste/eated/ et
14. He wanted another coolie. but there weren't ony/any more. none/no mare
15. This horse is not big. This horse 18 teg. This horse s even bigger. more bigger
16. And this horse is the very diggest. most biggest
17. Here s 8 man. Here &re two men/gentiemen. mans/mens
18. This man 13 planting & tree. Here the tree has been planted.
19. This is soap. and these ase soap/ bars of soap; more s0ap. 0aps
20. This child has lots of biocks. This chiid has even more.
21. And thes child has the most. monest
22. Here 13 & foot. Here are two feer. footy feets
23 Here is & sheep. Here are fots of sheep. sheeps
24 This cooiee is not very good. This cookie 1s good. This cookie 15 even betrer gooder
25 And this conkae s the very best. bestst
26 This man 1» hanging the picture. Here the picture has been hung hanged

27 The thuef 13 steaing the pwels. These are the ewvis that he stole stoled/ stealed
28. Here 13 2 woman Here are two women wamans, womens
29 The boy had two bananas. He gave one away and he kept one for himself hisoectf

30 Here s a hedf Here are two leaees

31 Here s 3 chuld Hore ace three chikdren

32. HHere s 2 mouse. HHere are two iice

33 These children ali fell down He hurt umself and she hust hersett They all hurt themselves.

|t'.|‘\

hddrens

Mo
therwrseivess thatrsaif

By:
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Vernacular Black
English Aernant

open

John
writed/ wrote

s0aps

monest
foots/feets
sheeps
gooder

hanged

stoled. stealed
WOmaNns’ womens
hesseif

leafs

childrens

mouses

theirselves theyseives
tharseils theyseil

Wolfram, Walt, Beyond Black English: Implications of the Ann Arbor Decision for
Other Non-Mainstream Varieties. In Reactions to Ann Arbor: Vernacular Black English

and Education (Marcia F. Whiteman, Ed.), Center for Applied Linguistics (1980), p. 21.

Table2

Resuits of the Evaluation of Seven Assessment Tools According to Some Proposed Guidelines Based on Linguistic Fesearch

Language Assessment Tools

Proposad Guidelines UfLD HTLD PPVT BLST GCS DSS CFuA
(1) The procedure can account for language variation. - - - + + ® ®
{2) The assumptions about language which underiie the

procedure are valid. - - - - + + -
(3) The procedure includes an analysis of a spontaneous

speech sample (when an oral system is used to

communicate). - - - - - + +
{4) The procedure reliably indicates whether a system is

developing normaily. - - - - - + + -
{5) The results of the procedute provide principled

guidelines for language mtervention. - - - - - - +
(6) The procedure can provide an adequate description

of some aspect of the child's knowledge of language. - - - - + + -
UTLD: Utah Test of Language Development .
HTLD: Houston Test of Language Development
BLST: Bankson Language Screening Test
PPVT:  Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
DSS: Developmental Sentence Sconng
CFUA: Content. Form and Use Analysis
GCs: Grammatic Closure Subtest of the lilinows Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
+ - Some aspects of the test can meet the guidetine, others do not.
@ The procedure can be adapted to meet this guideiine.

put T he guideline. £ @ LT
D e RES™ CGRY AVAV AL

1N
By: L(*S

Vaughn-Cooke, Fay Boyd, Evaluating the Language of Black English Speakers. In Re-
actions to Ann Arbor: Vernacular Black English and Education (Marcia F. Whiteman, Ed.),

Center for Applied Linguistics (1980), p. 41.
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With the close of the 1970s, this country has seen language rights come to be regarded as civil

Social Dialects

20

rights. With court cases such as Larry P. v. Riles and the Ann Arbor Decision, the role of the speech-
language pathologist relative to social dialects needed resolution. in 1982, the Legisiative Council
unanimously approved the position paper on social dialects prepared by the Committee on the Status of

Racial Minorities.

The development of such a position paper required an in-depth examination of the controversial
social issues that have been debated by many professions Over the past two decades. Three different
philosophical approaches to social dialects prevailed: 1) no intervention, 2) promotion of bidialectalism,
and 3) eradication of nonstandard usage. For two years, the pros and cons of each philosophy were
studied by the Committee on the Status of Racial Minorities. .

The initial draft of the paper was submitted to selected ASHA members for comment, each chosen
on the basis of his or her research or clinical backgrounds or other professional interest in the ares of
social dislects. Sixty-three percent of those contacted responded, most with cogen: comments which
reflect the current controversy and the need for direction and resolution on this topic by the Association.
From this peer review, the final draft was deveioped.

The members of the Committee on the Status of Racial Minorities who were instrumental in the
completion of the project were: Maureen E. Aldes, Dolores E. Battle (Chair), Lorraine Cole (ex officio),
Regina Grantham, Murray Halfond, Gail A. Harris, Nilda Morgenstern-Lopez, Gloria M. Smith, and
Sandra L Terrell. The following individuals are gratefully acknowledged for their contributions to the final
draft of the position paper: Sol Adler, M. Parker Anderson, Donn F. Bailey, Nick Bountress, Faye vaughn-
Cooke, Aaron Favors, Algeania Freeman, Sandra Hollzy, Beatrice Jimenez, John R. Miller, Howard
Mims, Joan Payne-~Johnson, Nevis Phillips, Altheria C. Scott, Charlena Seymour, Harry Seymour, ida
Stockman, Oriando Taylor, Florence Wiener, Ronald Williams, Gwendolyn Wilson.

The English language is comprised of
many linguistic varieties, such as Black
English®, standard English, Appalachian
English, southern English, New York
dialect, and Spanish influenced English.
The featuras of social dialects are

-systematic and highly reguiar and cross

ail linguistic parameters, i.e.,
phonclogy, morphology, syntax,
semantics, lexicon, pragmatics,
suprasegmental features, and kinesics.
Although each dialect of English has
distinguishing characteristics, the
majority of linguistic features of the
English language ars common to each
of the varieties of English. The
existence of these varieties is the resuit
of historical and social factors. For
exampie, due to historical factors, the
majority of Black English speakers are
Black. However, due to social factors,
not aN Black individuals are Black
English speakers.

The issue of social dialects for the
field of speech-language pathology is
*Some Black professionals prefer (0 use the term
Ebonics irstead of the more popuiarty used term
Black English. Derived from the words ebony and
phonics, the term Ebomcs 1s intended 10 avord the
focus on race and emphasize the ethnotinguistic
origin and evolution of thig variety of the English
anguage.

v

extremely complex as indicated by the
continuous controversy across the
nation over the past two decades.
There has been confusion among
professionals regarding the role of the
speach-language pathologist with
reference 10 speakers of social dialects.
The e has been no consistent
philosophy regarding the approach of
service delivery to speakers of social
dialects. As a result, some speech-
language pathologists have denied
clinical sefvices to speakers of sociai
dialects who have requested sarvices.
Other speech-language pathologists
have treaicd social dialects as though
they were communicative disorders.

it is the position of the American
Speech-Language-Hearing Association
(ASHA) that no dialectal variety of
English is a disorder or a pathological
form of speech or language. Each
social dialect is adequate as a
functional ang effective variety of
English. Each serves a communication
function as well as a s cial solidarity
function. It maintains the
communication network and the social
construct of the community of speakers
who use it. Furthermore, each is a
symbolic representation of the
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_historical, social, and cultural

background of the spesakers. For
example, there is strong evidence that
many of the features of Black English
represent linguistic Africanisms.
However, society has adopted the
linguistic idealization model that
standard English is the linguistic
archetype. Standard Engtish is the
linguistic variety used by government,
the mass media, business, education,
science, and the arts. Therefore, there
may be nonstandard English speakers
who find it advanta;jeous o hava .
access to the use of standard English.
The traditional role ~f the speech-
language pathologist has been to
provide clinical services to the
communicatively handicapped. It is
indeed possible for dialect speakers to
have linguistic disorders within the
dialect. An gssential step toward
making acci'rate assessments of
communicadve disorders is to
distinguish between those aspects of
linguistic variation that represent the
diversity of the English language from
thosa that represent speech, language,
and hearing disorders. Tha speech-
language pathologist must have certain
compaetencies to distinguish between

EXPRESS 3

A communication '
handicappgd no

dialectal differences and communicative
disorders. The ;e competencies inciude
knowledge of the particular dialect as a
rule-governed linguistic system,
knowledge of the phonological and
grammatical features of the dialect, and
knowiedge of nondiscriminatory testing
procedures. Once the difference/
disorder distinctions have been made, it
is the role of the speech-language
pathologist to treat only those features
or characteristics that are true errors
and not attributzbie to the dialect.

Aside from the traditionally
recognized role, the speech-language
pathologist may aiso be available to
provide efective clinical services to
nonstandard English speakers who do
not present a disorder. The role of the
speech-ianguage pathologist for these
individuals is to provide the desired
competency in standard English without
jeopardizing the integrity of the
individual’s first dialect. The approach
must be functional and based on
context-specific appropriateness of the
given dialect.

Provision of glective services to
nonstandard English speakers requires
sensitivity and ccmpetency in at least
three areas: linguistic features of the

l03 %

dialect, linguistic contrastive analysis
procedures, and the effects of attitudes
toward dialects. It is prerequisite for the
speech-language pathologist to have a
thorough understanding and
appreciation for the community and
culture of the nonstandard Englisih
speaker. Further, it is a requirement
that the speech-language pathologist
have thorough knowiedge of the
linguistic rules of the particular dialect.

it remains the priority of the speech-
language pathologist to continue.to
serve the truly communicatively
handicapped. However, for nonstandard
English speakers who seek elective
pathologist may be available to provide
pathologist may aiso serve in a
consultative role to assist educators in
utilizing the features of the nonstandard
dialect to facilitate the leaming of
reading and writing in standard English.”
Just as competencies are assumed and
necessary in the treatment of
communicative disorders, competencies
are also necessary in the provision of
elective clinical servicas to nonstandard
English speakers. G

g individual.

v

esis for the severely physically
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Implications of_

the Position

The ASHA National Office receives
numerous inquiries each year on topics
pertaining to servics to minority
popuiations. One of the functions of the
Office of Minority Concems is to
provide technical assistance to
members with such inquiries. To clarify
the implications of the newly adopted
position paper on social dialects,
Minority Concems Director Lorraine
Cole responds to the most frequently
asked questions. :

Q: Does the position paper imply that
speech-language pathologists shouid
now actively seek and enroll speakers
of nonstandard dialects into their
caseloads or practices?

A: Absolutely not. in no way is the
Association encouraging mass
screening, identification, .nd
enroliment of social dialect speakers
for speech or language intervention,
“speech improvernent,” or any other
similar training. On the contrary, the
position paper clearly states that the
priority of the speech-language
pathologist continues to be service to
the truly communicatively
handicapped. Speakers of social
dialects are not in that category.

However, it has been the practice of
some service programs and service
providers routinely to deny service to
individuals who have no disorder but
who want to acquire competence in
standard English. The position of the
Association is that an individuai who
seeks such elective clinical service
may indeed be served by the speech.
language pathologist.

Of course, for the social dialect
speaker who exhibits a true speech or
language disorder (i.e., features that

Lorraine Cole

cannot be attributed to either the
nonstandard dialect or standard
Engiish), speech or language treatment
pmbably will be indicated.

Q: Social dialects were not included
as part of my academic or practicum’
training in speech-language pathology.
How can | prepare myself to serve
nonstandard English speakers?

A: You are not alone. The traditional
training in speech-language pathology
is based on standard American
English. Although coursework in
sociolinguistics can apply towar
certification, such courses are neither
required nor widely offered. In an
informal review of recent applications
for the Certificate of Clinical
Competence in Speech-Language
Pathology, it was found that only about
two in 20 applicants had taken a
course in sociolinguistics.

There are no specific course
requirements established by ASHA for
service to social dialect or minority
language populations. However, the
position statement does specify
recommended areas of competence
for assessment, intervention, and the
provision of elective services to
nonstandard English speakers. To
reiterate. they include:

1. knowiedge of the particular
dialect as a rule-governed
linguistic system,

2. knowledge of nondiscriminatory
testing procedures,

3. knowledge of the phonological
and grammatical features of the
dialect,

4. knowledge of contrastive analysis
procedures,

5. knowledge of the effects of

Pt
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on Social Dialects

attitudes toward dialects,

6. thorough understanding and
appreciation for the community
and cuiture of the nonstandard
speaker.

If courses on social dialects or
sociolinguistics are not offered by the
training arograms in your local area, it
is incumbent upon communicative
disorders professionals to seek such
training through continuing education
activities and independent study. The
following publications should be
helpful:

Oullard. J. L. Bleck English: Its History and
Usage in America. New York: Vintage
Books, 1973.

Enckson, Joan Good, & Omark, Donaid.
Communication Assessment of the
Bilingual Bicultural Child: Issues and
Guidelines. Ballimore, Maryland:
University Park Press, 1951,

Jeter, Irma K., Editor. Social Dialects:

- Ditferences vs. Disorders. Hockville,
Maryland: American Speech-Laiguage-
Hearing Association, 1977.

Omark, Donald. & Erickson, Joan Good. The
Bilingual Exceptional Child. San Diego:
Coliege Hill Press, 1983.

Stockwell, Robert P., Bowen, J., & Martin, J.
The Sounds of English and Spanish.
Chicago, [llinois: University of Chicago
Press, 1963.

Stockwell. Robert P., Bowen, J., & Martin, J.
The Grammatical Structures of English
and Spanish. Chicago, (llinois: The
University of Chicago Press, 1975.

Woifram, Walt & Fasold, Ralph. The Study of
Social Dialects in American Engiish,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall. Inc., 1974.

Wolfram, Walt, ang Christian, Donna.
Aopalachian Speech. Washington, DC:
Center for Applied Linguistics, 1976.

Q: We are taught that test resuits are
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invalid when the test taker comes from
a background other than that of the
popiilation on which the test was
standardized. Since few tests are
designed for dialects other than
standard English, how can 1 do a valid
epeech and language assessment of a
social dialect speaker?

A: It is stressed in the position papes
that knowiedge of nondiscriminatory
testing procedures is required to

_ distinguish between dialect differences

. and communicative disorders. There

* are’ a ‘variaty of alternatives to the

. nappmpuate usae of tasts developed

7 and standardized on standard Englisn

.spoutus. They include: a) developing

 tests based on local Gialect norms, b)

fhﬂng only those features that are

. ¥ common 1o both dialects, ¢)

> conducting item analysis of tests to

-_:.-" identify items that present potential

. . bias against dialect speakers and

7' indicating altematively acceptable
responses, @) utilizing alternative
scoring procedures for dialect
speakers, e) reporting behavioral
responses to test content without
reporting scores, and f) relying only on
informal judgments of the
communication behaviors of the
individual.

A detailed description of these
aiternative approaches is beyond the
limitations of the short answer format
here. The ASHA Committee on
Communication Problems and
Behaviors in Urban Populations has
been studying the issue of
nondiscriminatory testing in preparation
for a forthcoming position paper on the
subject.

Q: PL 94-142 clearly indicates that
slective services cannot be supported
by PL 94-142 funds. Therefore,
because speech-language pathology
and audiology services in the schools
are supported by PL 94-142 funds in
my state, public school speech-
language pathologists cannot provide
elective services to normal social
dialect speakers.

A: It is true that the reguiations do
not permit federal funds designated by
PL 94-142 to be used for services that
are elective or for children who are not
handicapped. However, this does not
preciude locail schoot districts-or state
education agencies from allocating
funds from other sources to support
elective services provided by the
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speech-language pathologist. in
Alaska, for instance, after lobbying
efforts by tocal’ National Education
Association members, dialect usage
was given a special designation by ihe
state for service delivery.

Q: Should a speech-language
pathologist who uses a nonstandard
dialect provide articulation or languuge
therapy to a standard English speaker?

A: There are numerous speech-
language pathoiogists and audiciogists
who use speech and language
characteristics that are indicative of
regional and social dialects. At any
ASHA convention, for instance, a rich
diversity of dialects is readily heard in
the hotel lobbies, in committee
meetings, *.om the podia and in the
Legislative Council meeting. With the
increasing success of minority student
recruitment efforts, linguistic diversity
within the prcfession is likely to
become even richer.

Perhaps more important than
questioning the dialect used by the
speech-language pathologist or
audiologist are the following questions:
Dces the individual have the expected
level of knowledge in normal and
disordered communication? Does the
individual have the expected ieve! of
diagnostic and therapeutic case
management skiil? In the clinical
setting, is the individual abie to mode!
the target phoneme (or ailophone),
grammatical feature, or other aspect of
language which characterizes the
client's particular problem? if these
questions can be answered
affirmatively, then the use of a
nonstandard diaiect should not be an
issue.

" In asking the originally posed

quastion. one must be careful that the
underlying question is not, “Shouid a
Black, Hispanic, Asian or Indian
speech-language pathologist provide
speech or language therapy to
Whites?" Employment practices that
discriminate on the basis of race or
national origin could result in serious
legal consequences and may be open
to questions of ethics.

Q: Does the position paper have
implications for our professioral rofe
with bilingual populations?

A:Yes, to a limited extent. A bilingual
speaker may present a situation that is
analogous to a speaker who uses a

insg
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social dialect. The bilingual speaker
may mix the phonological and

gre mmatical rules of the minority
language with those of standard
English (and/or nonstandard Engiish).
Similar to social dialect speakers,
bilingual individuals speak English, but
may dn so with linguistic rules that are
different or non-standard. The rules
used by the bilingual speaker can be
attributed to the ruies of the minority
language spoken and to the
community in which he/she lives.

The position statement has similar
implications for bilinguatl individuals as
it does for other nonstandard Enghsh
speakers. If the bilingual individual
seeks to acquire a more standard
production of English, the speech-
language pathologist may provide
elective clinical services. However, as
stressed in the position statement, a
particular knowledge base is required
including a thorough understanding of
the linguistic rules of both languages.

For the bilingual speaker who
exhibits a speech or language disorder
within his or her dominant language,
speech or language intervention would
be indicated. It shouid be stressed,
however, that a comprehensive
evaluation by a knowledgeable
speech-language pathologist is
required prior to initiating treatment.
Considerations for providing
assessment and treatment to the
bilingual communicatively handicapped
are currently under study by the ASHA

"~ Committee on the Status of Raciai

Minorities.

Q: What is the best ag= to introduce
a second dialect?

A: There are two schools of thought
on this. From the critical period
hypothesis, we know that children learn
language most easily before the age of
12. This is true for second as well as
first language. Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that the learning
of a second dialect 1s easier for the
young child than for a youngster in
junior high or above.

The other point of view is that
intrinsic motivation is the key factor in
learning either a second language or
dialect. That is, an individual will most
easily acquire a second language or
dialect if his or her internal motivation

- to do so s high. For a very young

child, the primary socializing agents
are the family and peer group.
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Language serves a social solidarity
function, which is the reason that the
eradication approach usually fails. That
is, the intrinsically motivating factor of
family and peer identity is stronger
than the later acquired values of social
mobility and social class prestige
which are associated with standard
English usage. These later developing
values become intrinsic mctivators
around the age of junior high or above.
Further, for the very young child,
language is closely tied to self-
concept. To imply to a young child that
something is wrong with the way he or
she talks {which is also the way his or
her family talks) implies that something
is wrong with that child as a person. it
could be argued that there is no
justification for devaluing the self-worth
of a child—not even if you think it is for
his or her “own good in the long run.”
The answer to this question is
addressed indirectly in the position
statement. it is clearly stated that there
may be nonstandard English speakers
who find it advantageous to have
access to the use of standard English.
Such individuals would have intrinsic
motivation to learn standard English
and would be the most likely to seek
the services of the speech-language
pathologist. It is this type of individual
to which the position statement refers.

Q: | understand the bidialectal
philosophy for oral communication. But
1 am continually confronted by
classroom teachers who have difficuity
teaching written standard English to
nonstandard dialect speakers. Do
speech-language pathologists have a
responsibility here?

A: Many speakers of nonstandard
dialects will apply the phonological and
grammatical rules of the dialect to
written English. Consequently. there
may be dialect interference when

‘leaming to write in standard English

grammar. There also may be errors in
spelling caused by phonological
differences and reading may be
impeded.

ASHA recognizes the role of the
speech-language pathologist as a
resource Or consultant to the classroom
teacher. If the speech-language
pathologist has a thorough knowledge
of the linguistic rules of the dialect, he/
she can assist the classroom teacher
in taking the child’s dialect into
account in instruction. Just as the

classroom teacher teaches children to
coriiprehend the numerous
irregularities in written English, such as
silent letters, phonemes with more than
one grapheme, and homophonous
pairs, dialect rules and contrasts can
also be incorporated into instruction as
additional “irregularities” in the English
language.

Q: What do you do when there is a
true error within the dialect? For
example, if a Black English speaker
says “{ are a boy,” there is neither a
social dialect rule nor a standard
English ruie to account for this. Do |
teach the Black English grammar (/is a
boy or I a boy) or do 1 teach the
standard English grammar (/ am a
boy)?

A: There are ditfering views. Some
professionals think that diafect
preference should be the individual's
(or the parent's) choice. However, if the
speech-language pathologist is not a
speaker of the nonstandard dialect, he/
she may not be able to model the
dialect feature with native dialect
proficiency. The result could be a
violation of sociolinguistic or pragmatic
rules.

Other professionals think that when
there is an error in the dialect. the
standard English feature should be
taught. Still others agree that in such
instances, the standard English feature
should be taught, but if the end result
is production of the dialect feature, it
should be accepted.

The rationale for teaching the
standard English version of the
particular feature is based on the
reality that dialect usage exists on a
continuum. The majority of speakers
will not use all of the rules of the given
dialect. The number and type of
features that have a high frequency of
occurrence may vary from speaker to
speaker. Therefore, if a.speaker has a
true error, which is neither attributable
to the nonstandard dialect nor to
standard English, there is no way to be
certain that the speaker would have
“naturally” deveioped use of the
nonstandard version of the particular
feature.

?

Q: Does the position paper mean that
we now have ASHA's approval to teach
English as a second language (ESL)?

A: No. ASHA currently has no
position on the rele of the speech-

1:0
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language pathologist in teaching
English as a second language.

Q: Are there published listings of
bidialectal training programs?

A: The ASHA Office of Minority
Concems identified and listed
numerous multicultural tests and
materials in the September 1981 issue
of Asha. A supplement to that listing
appears in this issue of Asha.
Unfortunately, only two programs were
identified that were described by their
authors as bidialectal training
programs. A program designed for .
grades K through 6 was developed for
the Kansas City Public Schoois by
Wilbur Goodseal. The program manual
and curriculum guide entitled
Language Program for Inner City
Populations can be obtained by

" contacting Emogene Lewis, Chapter |

Program, Board of Education, Building
1211 McGee, Kansas City, Missouri,
64108. The other program, designed
for preschool children, can be found in .
Poverty Children and Their Language
by Soi Adler {Grune and Stratton).

. Other programs undoubtedly exist.
But many muiticultural products are
either published by small publishers
with limited dissemination or -
unpublished and used by their authors
for their local poputations. The ASHA
Office of Minority Concerns would
welcome information about such
programs, particularly for cider children
and adults.

Q: The administration in my school
district and most of the classroom
teachers firmly believe in the
eradication philosophy. They are
pressuring me {0 regard normal
nonstandard English differences as if
they were speech and language
disorders. Being outnumbered, how can
| convince them that they are wrong.

A: There is no right or wrong on this
very controversial issue. Rather, there
are differing opinions. But the opinion
of those who believe in eradication is
not consistent with the policy of the
communicative disorders profession.

The position statement on social
dialects represents the official policy of
the American Speech-Language-
Hearing Asscciation. Thus, there is an
official statement that can be brought
to the attention of administrators and
teachers to support your professional
phiiosophy on this issue. B

CEOTEMRER 10@° - ¢ -




et s r————

Improving

Language Assessment
in Mmonty Children

Fay Boyd Vaughn-Cooke

Fay Boyd Vaughn-Cooke is an associate professor at the
University of the District of Columbia and an affiliate scholar,

Center for Applied Linguistics.

In the formal statement of its position on social dialects,
the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
asserted that:

.. . no dialectal variety of English is a disorder or a

pathological form of speech or language . . . [howsver] it

is indeed possible for dialect speakers to have linguistic
disorders within the dialect. An essential step toward
making accurate assessments of communicative
disorders is to distinguish between those aspects of
linguistic variation that represent the diversity of the

English language from those that represent speech,

language, and hearing disorders (p. 24, in this issue).

This important position, which was put forth earlier by a
number-of scholars (Baratz, 1969a, 1968b; Adler 1971;
Wolfram, Williams, and Taylor, 1972; Wolfram, 1976;
Williams and Wolfram, 1976) requires that speech-language
pathologists reconsider what is required to provide an
accura’~ assessment of the language of non-mainstream
English speakers. The basic requirements, valid, reliable
assessment tools, are the same as those for any other
group of speakers. However, the formidable problem for
non-mainstream speakers, and the professionals charged
with the responsibility of assessing their language, is the
absence, in general, of such tools. Commenting on this
absence, Terrell and Terrell (1983) noted:

At present, no widely accepted standardized techniques

exist for assessing the linguistic abilities of children and

a-dults who speak what is commenly referred to as

nonstandard dialects {p. 6).

In a similar comment, Taylor and Payne (1983) pomted out
that:

Given the present state of the art in speech and

language tests, it can be concluded that there are a few,

it any, standardized measures that can provide a

completely valid and nonbiased evaluation of

handicapping conditions for linguistically and culturally

diverse populations (p. 9-10).
in yet another recant comment on the problem Mercer
(1983) concluded:

Presently there is no comprehensive system for

assessing language disorders in students whose primary

language is not [Standard] English (p. 52).

Without appropriate tools, it is impossible to realize tully
the assessment goals which evoive naturally from the
Association’s position. The presentation of the position at
this time, however, provides an important opportunity to
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reflect on the crisis that exists in the area of assessment
for non-mainstream speakers. One way to expose and
highlight this crisis is t0 examine and evaluate some
proposed alternatives to traditional, inappropriate tests.
The following have been presented:

1. Standardize existing tests on non-mainstream English
speakers.

2. Include a small percentage of minorities in the
standardization sample when developing a test.

3. Modify or revise existing tests in ways that will make
them appropriate for non-mainstream speakers.

4. Utlize a language sample when assessing the
language of non-mainstream speakers.

5. Utilize criterion-referenced measures when assessing
the language of non-mainstream speakers,.

6. Refrain from using all standardized tests that have
not been corrected for test bias when assessing the
language of non-mainstream speakers.

7. Develop a new test which can provide a more
appropriate assessment of the language of non-
mainstream English speakers.

These aftematives will be discussed and evaluated in
tum.

Standardize existing tests on non-mainstream
speakers

This alternative has been adopted by a number of
researchers (Evard and Sabers, 1979; Evard and
McGrady, 1974, and Evard and Sabers, 1974), and it is
refiected in a lot of unpublished work in progress. Evard
and his associates have standardized the Templin-Darley
Tests of Articulation, and the Auditory Association and the
Grammatic Closure Subtests of the ITPA on non-
mainstream speakers in Arizona. The raw scores were
analyzed according to: (1) the norms for standard English
speakers, (2) combined norms for four ethnic-racial groups
{Anglos, Blacks, Mexican-Americans, and Papago Indians)
in Arizona, and (3) specific norms for each ethnic-racial
group. The results were predictable; the analysis
demonstrated successive decreases in the number of
children identified as speech-and-language-impaired as the
norms became increasingly more speific for each group.

At first glance, standardization of existing tests appears
o be a reasonable aitemative to inappropriate tests, but
close scrutiny of the situation reveals that solving the
technicat problem of standardizing a test can create some
irresolvable substantive problems. The first is low norms.
The norms, for example, on the Grammatic Closure
Subtest would be much lower for Black non-mainstream
speakers than for their standard-English-speaking
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T contemporaries (Wolfram, 1983). Lower norms are a

serious shortcoming of this altemative. DeAvila and
Havassy (1974) explain why:
Ethnic norms are potentially dangerous from the social
perspective because they provide a basis for invidious
comparisons between racial groups. The tendency is to
assume that lcwer scores are indicative of lower
potential, thereby contributing to the seitf-fulfilting
prophecy of lower expectations for minority children and
reinforcing the genetic-inferiovity argument advanced by

Arthwr Jensen and others (p. 72).

The question that needs to be addressed is: why does
the standardization altemative result in iower norms? The
answer to this question sxposas the second substantive
problem, i.e., most standardized language tests,
particularly the Grammatic Closure Subtest, are
constructed to reveal what a child knows only about
standard English. it foilows, then, that if speakers are

. lsaming standard English in their spsech community, they
. will know a lot (considering age and normal development)
- and their norms will reflect this, but if speakers are learning

non-mainstream varieties, their norms will reflect this fact

" 8is0. The point is that if a test has been constructed to
- assess only one dialect of English, then standardizing it on

children who speak a different dialect will not make it valid
or appropriate. For this reason the standardization
altemnative is not always a viable one.

- include a small percentage of minorities in the

standardization sample when developing a test.
This alternative is ciozely related to the one above, and

. it exhibits similar problems. The standardization sample of

the ITPA highiights these problems. The iTPA normative
sample included 962 children from five midwestem cities,

" ranging in population from 27,000 to 126,000. The

socioeconomic status of the children's families was

- reported as approximating the distribution in the

communities selected and in the nation as a whole. Only
about 4% of the children were Black. According to Weiner
and Hoock (1973), this was lower than the percentage in
the communities selected and obviously lower nationwide.
What was accompiished, in terms of validity, by inciuding a
small percentage of Blacks in this sample? Nothing,
according {0 Weiner and Hoock (1973). They note:
... there is a question conceming the dacision to include
a small Black group in the [ITPA] sample. This group is
representative of Black children neither in the
. communities invcived nor in the nation as a whole. Just
whom these children do represent is unclear. It might
have been better not to include them at all, for they
simply reduce the extent to which the sample represents
the “average” white population. If they were to be
included, a carefully drawn independent sample of
“average” Black children would need to be collected and
compared with the “average™ white group. Only then
ccouid the test be used with confidence on Black
subjects, using the same norms for ali "average”
children (p. 621).
Weiner and Hoock's (1973) comments point to the

. inadequacies in this third alternative, which was aiso

adopted in the revised version of the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test (Dunn and Dunn, 1981). Blacks
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represented only 10% of the 4,200 nationwide
standardization samp' . A subsampie of this type which is
not controlled for social class, a critical variable that affects
language, contributes nothing to solving the problem of
invalid assessment of minority children's language.
Speech-language patnologists should be aware of this.

Modify or revise existing tests in ways that will make
tham appropriate for ncn-mainstream English
spesakers.

This alternative was adopted by Nelson (1976) and
Hemingway, Montague, and Bradiey (1981). The former
researcher modified the scoring procedure for Lee's (1974)
Developmental Sentence Scoring Technique (DSS). This
technique provides a method for analyzing eight categories
of standard English grammatical form. Thess include
indefinite pronouns (e.g., this, that, some, nothing,
anything), personai pronouns (e.g., mine, himself, herself,
themselves), main verbs (e.g., copula forms like is, are,
was), secondary verbs (e.g., {0 see, to piay, running,
broken), negative forms (e.g., not, are not), conjunctions
(e.g.. and, but, because), interrogative reversal question
types (e.g., Does he still have it?), and Wh-questions (e.g.,
Where is the boy?). Data for the DSS analysis consist of a
set (50 or more) of complete sentencas, i.e.. constructions
exhibiting a subject and a verb, which are extracted from
spontaneous speech samples. Foilowing Lee’s (1974)
procadure, only standard English responses are scored as
correct. Neison modified the scoring system in an attempt
to make the technique appropriate for Black non-
mainstream English speakers. The following description
indicates how this was done.

In the development of the BES [Black English Score}

chart, iwo scores were assigned for each BE [Black

English] feature. One was a conservative score . . . For

example, uninflected verbs such as “have/has” would

score “1" instead of “2" as on the DSS chart, but at
least they would score. A second, lenient, score was
assigned and bracketed, which gave the full DSS credit
which would have been earned if the structure had been
generated according to SE [standard English] rules. That
is .. . [following the lenient scoring] the uninfiected vert

“have" with third person singular subjects, e.g., "He

have a new coat,” would score “2."

1t is important to note that the conservative scores (the
lower scores) were utilized when Neison (1974) conducted
the statistical analysis for her study. According to Neison,
the lower score was used to “avoid over-craditing the
Black child for features which are similar to early
developing SE [standard English] features” (p. 7).

Any revision which does not provide equal credit for
comparable non-mainstream and standard English forms is
inadequate. irrespective of the revisers' intentions, a
conservative scoring system can be interpreted negatively,
i.e., that non-mainstream forms are not "good" enough to
receive full credit, unlike standard English forms. The
concept that all dialects are equal must be fully refiected in
every aspect of revised versions of traditional toois before
they can be viewed as viabie alternatives for assessing the
speech and/or language of non-mainstream speakers.

Like Nelson, Hemingway, Montague, and Bradley (1981)
adopted the revision alternative and provided a

-




modification of the Carrow Elicited Language Inventory
(Carrow, 1974) for assessing the language of five- and six-
year-cld Black speakers. The children were asked to
repeat 20 sentences from tha original CELI. The goal was
to utilize revised requirements that would not penalize
speakers if they produced characteristic Black English
responses.

This goal is well motivated but in order to achieve it, a
thorough knowiedge of the structure of Black English is

required. Unfortunately, such knowledge is not reflected in .

the Black English responses that are considered
acceptable by Hemingway, Montague, and Bradley.
Consicier their proposed, acceptable response to item 17
on the modified CELI:

17. If it rains we won't go to the beach.

{oric’~.al test sentence)

* Is ic rain we won't go to the beach.

(Acceptable Black English sentence, according to
Hemingway, et al.)

While research has shown that it is acceptable for a
Black English speaker to say rain instead of rains, there is
no evidence to support the contention that such speakers
say is instead of if. The second construction is
ungrammatical and unacceptable in Black English. At least
eight of the 20 Black English sentences proposed by
Hemingwvy, Montague, and Bradley were unacceptable. It
is critical that test modifiers obtain a thorough knowledge
of non-mainstream dialects before initiating revisions. If
this is not done the revised versions of traditional tests will
be inadequate and thus unacceptable alternatives for
minority speakers.

Utitize a language sample when assessing t' 2
Iasnguage of non-mainstream speakers

This ncastandardized alternative to assessing the
language of minority children has been recommended by a
number of researchers, including Vaughn-Cooke (1979,
1980), Seymour and Miller-Jones (1981), Shuy and Staton
(1982), Reveron (1983), Leonard and Weiss (1983), and
Stockman and Vaughn-Cooke (forthcoming). The language
sample technique involves collecting a spontaneous
speech sample (at least 50 utterances) from a child and
conducting an analy$is of his or her utterances. The
content, structure, and function o the utterances provide
some of the crucial evidence needed to determine whether
a child’s language is developing normally. Language
sample analyses play an important role in the assessment
of all children’s language, but when utilized as an
alternative for assessing the language of minority children
at least two problems arise.

The first is that language sample analyses cannot
provide some of the critical information required to make a
diagnosis regarding the normaicy of a child's language. For
this reason they must be used in conjunction with
appropriate standardized tests which are generally not
available for non-mainstream speakers. Leonard, Prutting,
Perozzi, and Berkeley (1978) noted, quite correctly, that
such tests serve at least one valuable purpose: “They
separate the impaired language user from the normal
language user” (p. 373). The first step, then, in the
assessment process is to administer a norm-referenced
test which can separate, validly and reliably, normal
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language from disordered language. Language sample
analyses cannot accomplish this goal. Diagnosticians
should be aware of this limitation.

The second reason why language sample analyses are,
presently, not acceptable alternatives to the assessment’
problem is that the resuits from such analyses must be
interpreted within a developmentai framework. Such a
framework wouws reveal the sequence of normal language.
behaviors for specific age leveis. This important sequence
evolves from indepth studies of the deveiopment of
language in the normal child. Extensive work has been
done which has contributed to a weil-documented
sequence for young, white middie-class children, but the
limited number of language acquisition studies on non-
mainstream English speaking children preciudes the
establishment of a valid developmental sequence.
Presently, mast of the language belaviors reveaied by
language sampie analyses on non-mainstream speakers
must be interpreted according to the sequences
established for middle-class white children. This is
obviously unacceptable; larguage sampie analyses cannot
be viewed as viable altematives until after language
development research on non-mainstream children has
been expanded.

Utilize criterion-referenced measures when assessing
the language of non-mainstream speakers.

This second nonstandardized approach is being
recommended as an aitemative to inappropriate
standardized tests by a growing set of professionals (Drew,
1973; Bailey and Harbin, 1980; Ysseidyke and Regan,
1980; Seymour and Miller-Jones, 1981; Duffy, Salvia,
Tucker, and Ysseidyke, 1981; Bergquist, 1982; Taylor and
Payne, 1983). Within tiie context of language assessment,
criterion-referenced testing invoives specilying the specific
linguistic behaviors to be tested and establishing criteria for
acceptable responses. A child's responses, however, are
not generated for the purpose of comparison with other
children’s performance. This is the goal of standardized or
norm-referenced testing.

Criterion-referenced testing can play an important role in
assessment and language intervention, but z:esently the
use of this approach presents one of the problems
associated with language sample analyses. There is no
valid developmental sequence which can be used to
specify which linguistic behaviors should be selected as
goals for a particular child. it was noted above that the use
of a sequence that has evolved from the study of ethnic
and racial groups which are not the same as the child’s is
unacceptable. Drew's observation is relevant here; he
noted: .

Criterion-referenced evaluation is not . . . totally free from

bias vulnerability. From the standpoint of minority

children’s evaluation one must aiso be concerned with
criterion-referenced evaluation, particularly in terms of
the external referent criterion. indeed the criterion
referent relates most specifically to an instructional goal.

This is desirable since, perhaps for the first time, the link

between evaluation and instruction is obvious. One

must, however, ask the question “What is the criterion

and who specifies the criterion to be attained?” As soon

as this question is addressed the possibility of subgroup
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.-, advantage or isadvantage becomes evident (p. 327).
- The conclusion drawn about critencn-referenced testing

is the same as that for language samo'e anaiyses: it
cannot be viewed as a viable altematve to the assessment
problem until after language cevelopment research on non-
mainstream speakers has been expanded.

Refrain from using all standardized tests that have not
been corrected for test bias when assessing the
language of non-mainstream spsakers.

A moratorium on standardized testing has been called
by a number of professional organizations and researchers
who have debated the arsessment issue. The task force
on ianguage and communication skills which met at the
National Invitational Symposium on the King Decision (also
called the Ann Arbor Decision) at Wayne State University

- recommended that the following tests should not be used

in the assessmant process for Slack English speakers:

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Houston Test of

Language Development, Utah Test of Language

Development, Grammatic Closure Subtest of the ITPA,

Deveiopmental Sentance Scoring Technique, Templin

Darley Tests of Articulation, Wepman Test of Auditory

Discrimination.

Specifically, the task force concluded:

We . ... call for a moratorium on the use of all of the

above tests untit new tests are developed and/or

revisions made to render such tests appropriate for

Black English speakers. Revision should invoive

expanding the set of acceptabie linguistic responses to

inciude Black English structures. Additionally revisions
should invotve the establishment of test norms for the
target population of Black English speakers (Daniel and

Scott, 1981, &. 310).

Other calls for a moratorium on the use of standardized
tests have come from the NAACP and the Association of
Black Psychologists. Duffy, Salvia, Tucker, and Ysseidyke
(1981) reported that the NAACP, at its 1974 meeting,
calied for an end to standardized testing if such tests have
not been cormrected for cultural bias. According to Dutfy et
al., a similar position was taken by the Council for
Exceptional Children Delegate Assambly at its 1978
international convention. The Association of Black
Psychologists also maintained that standardized test
should not be used to test minority children. The following
position was put forth in Williams (1970):

The Association of Black Psychologists fully supports

thuse parents who have chosen to defend their rights by.

refusing to allow their children and themselives to be
subjected to achievement, inteliigence, aptitude and
performance tests which have been and are being used
to—A. Label Black people as uneducable. B. Place

Black Children in “special” classes and schools . . . (p.

5).

The moratorium alternative is clearly not the solution to
the assessment problem and its proponents appear to be
aware of this. Thair goal is to dramatize the issue and
highlight the urgent nature of the situation.

Deveiop a new test which can provide a more
appropriate assessment of the language of non-
mainstream speakers.
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A number of researchers viewed this proposal as the
only solution to the assessment problem (Williams, 1972;
Drumwright et al., 1973, and Politzer, Hoover, and Brown,
1974). They invested the time and resources to develop
completely new tests.! Williams (1972) developed the .
language-based Black Intelligence Test of Cuitural
Homogeneity, Drumwright et al. (1973) constructed the
Denver Articulation Screening Exam (DASE), and Politzer,
Hoover, and Brown (1974) developed a Test of Proficiency
in Black Standard and Nonstandard Speech. Each test will
be deacribed briefly and evaluated in tum.

According to Wiliams (1972) the Black Intelligence Test
of Cultural Homogenaeity is a culture specific test. The
author pointed out that the test is “not intended to be a
culture-fair or a culture-common test” (p. 6). The purpose
of the tast is to asssss adolescents’ and adults’ knowledge
of primarily slang terms used by Blacks in various parts of
the country. The test constructor reported that the terms
were seiected from the Dictionary of Afro-American Slang,
the Word in the APGA Joumnal, friends, and his personal
experiences gained from living and working in the Black
community. Below is a sample item from the test:

item 3.
8iood
(a) A vampire
(b) A dependent individual
(¢} An injured person
(d) A brother of color

The test taker is instructed to select the correct answer
from among the four possibilities. Williams® analysis of test
scores obtained by 200 Black and White high schc. |
students revealed that the former group's scores were
significantly higher than the latter’s.

The Black Inteifigence Test of Cultural Homogene:ty
makes an important point, i.e., tests which have been
developed tv assess specific knowic.ige exhibited by one
cuitural group are not appropriate for cther cultural groups.
The ability to make this point is the only positive feature of
the Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity. Since
the test focuses on slang, a very variable and superficial
aspect of a speakar’s linguistic system, it provides no
means for assessing knowiedge of the fundamental
components of language (semantic, pragmatics,
phonology. syntax). It is important to note that this was not
the goal of the test; thus language diagnosticians should
not view this tool as an alternative to traditional
standardized tests.

Drumwright et al. (1973) maintain that the DASE is an
articulation-screening test for economically disadvantaged
children. The test, which contains 34 phonemes, was
administered to over 1,500 White, Black, and Mexican-
American children who ranged in age from 2.6 to 6 years.
Each subgroup comprised about one-third of the total
population tested, thus the minority standardization sample
is one of the largest reported for a language test.

While the DASE soives some problems, standardization

'When this article was going to press, University Park Press
announcad the publication of another new test (The Screening Kit
of Language Development) that is designed to assess the
language of Black Engiish speakers. Unfortunately, | was unabie
10 evaluate the test for this editorial.
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in particular, for two groups of non-mainstream speakers, it
creates others. The most critical is the failure to provide an
assessment of a number of phonemes that are generated
by non-mainstream phonological rules. The authors’ criteria
for selecting the 34 phonemes which were included in the
test excluded final /0/, as in bath and final /I, as in bal,
Final /8/ can be replaced by /f/ in tha non-mainstream
variety spoken by Black children and /V can be vocalized
{ine vowel in the word is then lengthened), which is
generally perceived as a deletion. The authors excluded
both /67 and /¥ from the DASE original list of sounds. The
following quote explains why. The authors maintain:

Because our aim was an articulation-screening test

which would minimize incorrect referrals of economically

disadvantaged children, we decided to eliminate from the
final analysis any sounds which: (1) were not correctly
- produced by at least 70% of children in all cultural

groups by age six ... {(p. 8).

The above criterion indicates that the authors view only
the standard English productions of /6/ and /V as correct.
Non-mainstream replacements, // and 0, are considered
incorrect. The test constructors noted: “Only 36%; of Black
children produced the sound [final /8/] correctly by age six"
(p. 8). Regarding /U, it was reported: "Only 50% of Black
children pronounced the sound correctly” (p. 8). The
elimination of structures which can be replaced by non-
mainstream variants is unacceptable because this can
result in the failure to refer a child for language intervention
when it is needed. Once a structure is eliminated, deviant
productions cannct be documented. For exampie, if a non-
mainstream English speaker said A/ for final /6/, his
response would be normal; however, if he said /s/-for final
/6/, his response wouid be deviant. An articulation test
must be abie to capture this critical distinction. As noted
above, test constructors must obtain a detailed description
of the language variety to be evaluated before they initiate
the deveionment of new tests.

The DASE probiems discussed above can be solved if it
is revised to account for dialect variation. After revision it
couid serve as an appropriate screening-articulation tool
for Black non-mainstream speakers.

The test of Proficiency in Black Standard and
Nonstandard Speech was designed to measure the ability
of children to speak both nonstandard and standard
English, The test employs a repetition model; subjects are
required to repeat 30 sentences, 15 standard and 15
nonstandard. The test was administered to 35 kindergarten
children; however, the results were not reported for
individual subjects. The proficiency test, though developed
for Black children, was not constructed to distinguish
between normal and deviant linguistic behavior. For this
reason it shouid not be considered an alternative to
traditional standardized tests.

The above discussion of seven alternative approaches
for assessing the language of non-mainstream speakers
reveals a rather dismal picture, Unfortunately, the picture is
accurate. It is not an overstatement to say that a crisis
exists in the area of assessment for non-mainstream
speakers. Researchers, clinicians, and test developers
must intensity their efforts to overcome this crisis and meet
the needs of diagnosticians, Diagnosticians do not need
more evaiuations of }pe assessment problem, nor do they

I

need more “interim” solutions. They need valid. reliable
assessment tools. It is hoped that the restatement of
assessm- - : principles in ASHA's position paper on social
dialects will provide a new surge of energy which can be
utilized to meet this need.

1 arm grateful 10 ida Stockman for the substantive input She Hoded 100
his ecfiorisl, | .. e R R e et RN
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BEST COPY AVARLABLE ~

References

of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 1971, 38, 90-100.

Bailey. D. B.. & Hambin, G. L. Nondiscriminat ry evaluation, Exceptonal
Chiidren, 1980, 46, 590-595.

Barzz, J. C. Language and cognitive assessment of Negro children
Jssumptions and research needs. Asha, 1960e, 10, 87-91.

reading in an urban Negro schoot system. in J. C.
Baratz & R. W. Shuy (Eds.). Teaching Black chiidren 10 read.
Washingtion, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics, 19690,

Bergquist, C. C. A methodology for validating placement of children in
exceptional child programr's. Exceptional Children, 1982, 49, 269-270.

Daniel, J. L., & Scott, J. Language and communication skilis. in G.
Smitherman, (Ed.). Slack Engiish and the education of Black children
and youth. Detroit: Hario Press, 1961,

DeAvila, E., & Havassy, B. The testing of minority children—neo-Plagetian
approach. Today's Education, 1974, November-Decamber, 72-75.

Orumwright, A., Van Natta, P., Camp, B.. Frankenburg, W., & Drexier, H.
The Denver Articulation Screening Exam. Jounal of Speech and Heanng
Lisorders, 1973, 38, 3-14.

Duffy, J. B., Salvia, J., Tucker, J.. & Yssekiyke. J. Nonbiased assessment;
A need for operationalism. Exceptionsl Chidren, 1981, 47, 427-434,

Duns, L. M. & Dunn, L. M. Peabodly Picture Vocabulary Test—revised.
American Guidance Service, Circle Pines, Mn., 1981.

Drew, C. J. 1973. Criterion-referanced and norm-referenced assessment
dMgmupdibm.mellofSchodPsychology. 1973, 11,
323-329.

Evard, B. L., & McGrady, H. J. Deveiopment of iocal language norms for
Papago Indians, Mexican-Amaericans, Blacks. and Angios. Paper
presented at the Annual Convention of the American Speech and Hesring
Association, Las Vegas, NV, 1974,

Evard, B. L., & Sabers, D. L. Development of local norms for Papago
indiang, Mexican-Americans, Biacks, and Angios for the Tempin-Darley
Tests of Articulation. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the
American Speech and Hearing Association, Las Vegas. NV, 1974,

Evard, B. L., and Sabers, D. L. Speech and language testing with distinct
ethnic-racial groups: A survey of procedures for improving validity,
Joumal of Speech and Heanng Disorders, 1979, 44, 271-281.

Hemingway, B. L., Montague. J. C., & Bradiey. R. H. Prefiminary data on
revision of a sentence repetition test for language screening with Black
first grade children. Langusge. Speech, and Hearing Services in the
Schoois, 1981, 12, 153-159.

Lee. L. Developmental sentence analysis. Evanston, li: Northwestern
University Press, 1974.

Leonard. L. B.. Perozzi. J.. Prutting. C. S., & Barkeley, R. K. Nonstandard
aoprg”anm 10 the assessment of language behaviors. Ashe, 1978, 20,
371.379.

Leonard, L. B., & Waeiss, A. L. Application of nonstandardized sssessment
procedures 0 divrss linguistic popuiations. Topics in Language
Disorcers, 1983, 3, 3545,

Mercer, J. R. issues in the diagnosis of language disorders in students
whose primary language is not English. Topics in Language Disorders,
1983, 3, 46-58.

Neison, N. Dialect ditferences in language sampies gathered from Black
preschooierns: interviewer effects and measurement procedures. Paper
prese -ied at the American Speech and Hearing Association Convention,
Houston, Tx., 1976.

Politzer. R. L., Hoover, M. R, & 8rown, D. A test of proficiency in Black
standard and nonstandard speech. TESOL Quarterty, 1974, 8, 27-35.
Reveron, w. W. assessment of Slack children: The state of the
art. Paper presented at the Fitth Annual Conference of the National Siack

Association for Speech, Language and Hearing, Washington, DC, 1983.

Seymour, H. N.. & Miller-Jones. D. Language and cognitve assessment of
Slack children, /n Speech and languege: Adveances in basic r¢sesrch
and practce, 1981, 6, 203-263.

Shuy. R.. & Staton. J. Assessing oral language abiiity in chiidren. In P.
Dickson (Ed.). The language of chiidren reared in poverty. New York:
Academic Press, 1962,

Stockman. 1., & Vaughn-Cooke, F. Forthcoming. Child language acquisition
in Africa and the diaspora. Nairobr. Kenya, 1981,

!E’

SFPTEMAFR 1082 = ACJq 99




- . s ——

Topics in Language Disorders. 1983, 2. *.7
Tomell. S. L.. & Terrall. F. Distinguistung hngurst:c aifferences from

in Language Disorders. 1983. 3, 1 °,
Veughn-Cooke, A. F. Evaluatng language assessment procedures: an
. ion of Snouistic ou

J. €. Alatis and R. Tucker, (Eds.). Language and Pubiic Lile:

w-mcw e ’E‘om language of Biack English
Vaughn . A. F. Ev ing the ish Speakers:
\movcations of the Ann Arbior dacision. in M. £, Whiteman, (Ed.).

Wiliamg, R“Dmoor‘l' ’
i L : Testing and dehumanizing
Child Newsletter, 1970, 9 (1), 5'6

1976, Rockville, Md.: Amaerican Speech and Hearing
wmw.xtmuwwuuan

NJ: Lawrence Erbaum Associates, 1976.

¥ JE.G‘R.oga'f!RRNonducznm{a A
sseidyke, J. E., . R.R. 8CTH lory assessment:
formative model. Exceptional Children, 1980, 45, 465-488.

e

Tayior, O. T.. & Payne. K. T. Cutturally va'ia sessng: A proactve approach.
disorders: The past. present. and future of nonbiased assessment. Topics

Quidelines and Pubiic Law 94-142 guideiines. in
Proceedings of the Thwtieth Annusl Georgetown University Roundiiable,

Wikiame, R.. & Wollram, W. Socia/ dislects’ Differences versus disorders.

testing
Harrison and Tom Trabaseo, (Eds.). Black English: A seminar. Hillsdale,

12 g

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE
SEVENTH ANNUAL EVOKED POTENTIAL WORKSHOP

JANUARY 27-30, 1984

INTRODUCTORY WORKSHOP-—JANUARY -28, 1904
mn?mnmummmmw‘:ﬂmn
muumnm:mmuum

ADVANCED SEMINAR—JANUARY 29, 1984

On he third oy thare will be lactures o recent WVNCRS 1 auciory, SOMALoeengory, cognitve,
mmmmmmu‘ummimuum
nced pracshonsr and wil inciude guideines for diicult record interpretetion,

SPECIAL VISUAL SYMPOSIUM—JANUARY 3%, 1984

Onumqm-lummqenunnmmmmdu
mmmmmummmum

Trustt Aieon, PhD. Richard Greanberg, MD., PhD.
Lancs Busendt, M0 FRACP. Kart Hocom, MO., Ph.D.
van Sodis-Wolner, 44.0. Kermeth Nudieman, M.D.
M.S. Buchehaum, M.D. Tororce Picton, MO., D,
Gastone Celssis, MD D.Regmn, MD., D.Sc.
Joan Cracen, MO, Cart Roserberg, M.D.
Poter Gousas, M.0. Armcld Stare, D,

For Further information Contact:

Armcid Starr, 1.0, Dage. of Neurciogy, Acuse 13
St e e

1 :

Prone: 148345214

Journal of the

Al
| unjoumg
| LK

Hearing
Association

Volume 18, December 1962
£dited by john L. Locke, Ph.D.

Topics in this issue:
¢ Children's Coarticulation, ® Asstysment of Speech in
Goldberg

Amy L. Hi;p;nk-Amican
® How To Do Reseasch, Chi d;" ’ £. Ehlen
Pala Talial i
¢ Prevention of ® Speech Mok Function in
Communication Disorders, QOider Adults,
James F. Kavanagh fames D, Amermuan,
® Ingredrents of Good Martha Parnsli
Speech Therapy, )
- o Technology ror the
Gerald M. Siezel Communicatively
{ ® Ultrasonk Observation of Impaired
; Speech, Carol G. Cohen,
Barbara Sonies Frank DeRuyter

Non members, prepaid, each $4.00. Checks to NSSLHA.

Sets, Volumes 1.7, special 12 price— sets only, $14.00
Mail to NSSLHA Coordinator, National Office,

' 10801 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Md. 20852

National Student
Speech Language

(1962 NSSLHA Membership Benefit)

{ ™ SEPTEMBER 1983 = ASHA

LRIC

- ———

An extraordinary new book for
Teachers, Counselors, Parents,
and Students in deaf education...

-..Facts about the education of

dea! people you won't find in any
Other single source of its kind!

Tumning Points in the Education of Deaf Peopile
by Edward L. Scouten. Professor at NTID at aiT,
is the first book of its kind to describe. in detail:

¢ The history of deaf education from biblical times
to the present

® important events that have shaped modern

- aducation-of deaf people

¢ Valuabie instructional ideas and procedures that
have “falien through the cracks of time."

ORDER YOUR COPY TODAY!

Send $12.95 (check or purchase order) to:

intersiete Publishers
Department 483
PO. Box 594
Danville. IL 61832

Prepaid orders are shipped postage paid
Ordes dilled wilt nclude shipping cnarges.

Discounts avaiable for quantity orders

ECST COPY AVAILABLE




“>L—. . _ - Prepared By: Walt Wolfram, Ph.D.

University of the District of Columbi
Washington, D. C.

and The Center for Applied Linguistic
. Arlington, Virginia

Handout: Pradicted Zinlect Intarference
in Some Lsongucsge Davelopment Tests

X o NSST -

{. & The baby.is sleeping,
D.V. The baby sleeping.
The taby, he sleeping.
. b The baby is not sleeping.

D.V. The baby not sleeping.
The taby ain't sleeping.
The baby. he not/ain'tc sleeping.

2. a The dog iz on. the box.
D, V. The dog on the box.
The dog. he on the box.
b The dog i3 in the box. -

D.V. The dog in the tox.
The dog, he in the box.

3. a She sees the car.
D.V. ©She see the car. .
Her see tnhe car.
b He sees the car.

D.V, He sce the car. -
Hin see the car,

N
4.'a The cat is behind the desk.
D.V. The cat hehind the desk.
The cat, he (be)hind the desk.
b The cat is under the desk,

D.V. The cat under the desk.
The cet, he/ic under the desk.
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5. a The boy pulls the girl.
D.V. The boy pull the girl. -
The boy. he pull the garl.
b The girl pulls the boy. -

D.V. The girl pull the bvoy.
The girl, she pull the boy.

o. & The gish is swimming.

D.V. The fish swimming.

b The rish are swimning.

D.V. The fish swimming.
The fishes swimming.
The fish/es is swimming.

f. 8 The gi;:l nees the dog.
D.V. The girl see che dog.
The girl, she see the dog.
b The girl sees the dogs.

D.V. “he girl see the dogs.
The girl see the dog.
The girl, she see che dog/dogs.

8. a This is their wagon.

D.V. This their wagon.
This they wagon.
Here go the wagon. oo

‘ b This is his wagon.

; D.V. This his wagon.
This he wagon.
Here go the wagon.

ok
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S5. a
b
1G, a
b
1t. a
b
12. a
b

N P

The cats plaﬁr.
1.V, The-cat play.

The cat plays.

D.Y. The cat play.
. The cac playing.

Mother seys, “Where is that boy?"

D.V. Mother say, "Where that boy/at?"
Mother, she say, "Where thet boy/at?"
Mother szy, "Where thec boy is?"

Mother says, "Who is that boy®"

D.V. Mother say, "Who that boy?"
Mother say."Who that boy is?"
Mother, she say....

The boy washeé himselcs.

D.V., The boy wash hisselr. .
The boy washing himsel./nisselr.
The boy. ne washing himseli/nisseis.

The boy washes the shell.

D.V. The toy wash the shelrs.
The boy. ne wash the sheld.

This is my dog.

D.V. This my dog.
This nere my dog.
Here go my dog.

That is my dog.

D.V. Thac my dog.
Tha's ny dog.
Here go my dog.




13, a

14, a

'5. &

The car is in the garage.

D.V. The car in the garage®?

Is the car in the garage?

D.V. The car in the garage? (Wich question

The boy will ¢hrow.

D.V. The boy gonna throw.
The Yoy throw.

The Yoy is throwing.

‘D.Y., The boy throwing.

The boy, he throwing.

The boy Jumped.

D.V. The boy jump.
The boy. he jump.

The boy jumps.

D.V. The boy jump.
The boy, he jump.

Mother says, "Look who I sound,"

D.V. I'sther say,"Lookit who I round,"
Mother, she say. "Look who I dound."

Mother says, "Look what I Jound."

D.V. Mother say. "Look/it what I sound."

e

intonacion).

Mother, she say, "Look/is what I sound."

Has che boy rfound his ball?

D.V. The boy ind/found the/nis ball:
Is the boy find/found vhe/his tall?

The boy has Jound his ball,

D.V. The toy found the/his tall.
The Yoy, he sfound his/the ball,




1G, a

o 2G, a

This is a btaby doll.
D.V. This a hady doll.

This is taby's dell.
D.V., This taby doll.

The boy is pulled by the girl,

" D.V. The boy pull by the girl.

The girl is pulled by the boy.
D.V. The girl pull by che boy.

The man brings the girl che boy.

D.V. The man bring the girl the boy.
The man bring cthe girl to the boy.
The man, he bring/bringing ...

The man brings the boy che girl.

D.¥. The man bring the boy the girl.
Tu2 wan bring the boy to she girl.
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Tenplin-Darley Tests o: Arsiculation

Word

pin
bird*
car
pie
boy
drum
spoon
tud
slide
dog
arrow*®
bell
stove
thumb¥*, bathfub*, teeth¥*

_there*, Jeather*, smooth*

wheel, white
three¥*
hammer
dinner
paper
rubﬁer
doctor
ladder .
cracker
tiger
gopaer

mother

Phonetic Symbol

(1]
{Zr]
{r]
[a1]
[>1]
(m]
(n]
[(b]
[qa]
(gJ
{r]
{1l
(v]
[=2]
[4]

[(hw]

(er-]
(-mr]
[-nr]
{~pr]
[-br]
[-tr]
[-ar]
[~kr]
[-gr]
[(-fr]
[-er]

Fv:‘
)
oo

"'y

Pialect Variation

[tl,
ICHP

[1/€]
L£]

=]
‘o]

(=]
(5]
[a]
[p]
[t]
(x]
(4]
{ul

.[b]

{(£f], [£]
[V], [v]

[w]

[tr]
[(ma]
[na]
(pa]
[bs]
[ta]
[da]
[kal]
[ga]
[fa]
CEN
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iy R
‘ _ Yord ' Phonetic Symbol Diclecs Variacion

washer [-3r] [E2]
‘arm [-rm] [om]
horn {-rn] [an]
sharp : : [-rp] _ (ap]
curb [-rb] . (ab]
heart ' [-rt] (at]
card o [erdl (4]
fork [-rk] [ak]
jceberg {-rg] = [2g]
scars’ . [~rf] © [of]
fourth (~-re] [af]
porch . [-rts] [ats]
large : (-rdz] . {2dZ2]
apple ' {-pl] [p7]
table [-b1] [»u]

, bottle [-t1) [tul

' buckle : ' -k}l ' [xu]
eagle ‘ (~g1] (gU]
ruifle : - [~f1] - [fu]
vhistle . [-s1] | [sU]
woll . [-1f] [{uf]
health [~1¢e] fuf]
nails [-12] ' [uz]
vasp | [-sp] [s]
nest [-st] ‘ [s]
mask [~sk] {s]
sister ' [-str] (sta]
vhisker [~skr] [ska]
December [—mbr ] [mboa]
Sirss © [-Zrst] (as]
sprinkle [-nkl] (nku]
triangle ' g (nall ' [(ngU]
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Vord

tweldeh
caged
hand
locked
stopped
lerst
string*
fixed
Jumped
month

N

Phonecic Symbol

[-1f2]
[-dzd]
[-nd]
(-kt]
- [~pt]
{(-£t]
[str-]
[-kst]
[-mpt]
[-nt&]

ph
N
N

.lze

Pialect Variation

[uf]
[az]
{n]
(k]
[p]
[£]
fskr]
[ks]
{mp]
[nt]
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 Goldman-Fristoe Test cf Arciculation

Sounds~in-Yords Subrvesc

Dizlecc Variztion

Plate .4 gun- " . [g8]

Plate 7 wagon.w.vheel [vzgan wil]
Plate 'G scissors [sIza]

Plate 15 shovel | [$5b1]

Plate 16 car [kag]"

Plate 26 resther [Feva]

Plate 21 pencils...this or thas B [¢Is], [dzet]
Plate 22 carros...orange ' . ke ot]

Plate 23 bathoub...tath [ba fta:p] [be f]or
Plate 24 zqumb...f_i_n_.é_:_er...rilgg : [tom] {bget-j
Plate 34 sleeping...bed (be:t]

Plate 35 stove [stob]

Sounds-in-Sentences Subtest

Dialect Variatiuvu

Plate 36 Jerr; ) [jsai]
ball (573

Plate 37 tath [bef]

Plate 38 toothpaste [tufpes]

Plate 42 dog [do:k]

Plate 43 ;:?u_r_.: ’ [fae]
tire (5
_E.ﬂlrceen [tz 3 tin]
tney [ée]

Q Plate 44 mother D [mava] or [mHd:]
- - L0
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(2%

McDereld Screening Deep Test¢ ou Arriculacion

chain

sun

thumb
key
bell
thumd
lock
brush

"spoon

chair
thumd
tie
LYork
tooth
saw

teacn

Item Word
2 ball
o chair
S star
G horse
12 ear
13 gree
4 teech
5 tooth
19 knice
L leay
18 glove
21 mouth
22 watch
23 £ish
28 thumb
25 saw .
34 mouth

match

Phonetic Symtel

po{1] [tilen
[(ts)efr] [slen
[s1ltlalr] [¢lom
no{rlls] [x1i.
i{r]} bell]
[t]1lrli [e]ow
[tlife] [1]=0k1]
[tlule] blrlsfE]

nail£] [s]nun

[1]i{£] [tSleir]
gl{1]av [2]am ‘
mav[e] [t]aI
wolts] [£flolr])lk]
[£1x(s] (tlule]
(©lam [s]o

[s]o ([tlil<]
mav[o] mze[te]

-8

Dialect Variacion

(vl [ts]
fts] (=] [s] .
[s] [t] [2] [%t]

(=] [s] (Xx]
[2] fUl

- [t] O] [t

(€] [£] 1] [x1
fe] [£] [x] 33

- [s] (s].

[2] [£] [t3] (]
(23 (]

[£] [t]

[£3] [£] [3] (x]
[£] (3] [t] [f£)
[t] (s]

[s] [t] [£]

[£] [t3]
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Wepman Audicory DNiscrimiracion Tess

PORM 1
It emsl . Ingerdialectal Hemophony

18, dim din C [(s1] .
24. bum  bomb ) : - [.asem]
25. clothe clove _ - [klov]
25. shead sheatn 4 (sif]
4G. pin pen {(pI/cn]

FORM II
26. fret <threat [fret]
22, bum bun . [b3]
2%, lave lathe A [lev]
35. wreath reefd [rif]

o A
oD
-1
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X -Some Possible Dianlectal Biases in the Peabady Picture Vocabulary
Test for Sneakere of Dlack Enzlish
Scoring Key: % = DBias is primarily linguistic

* 1. Concept probably familiar, § may use a different word for it
2, Concept probably familiar,'g probably has no word for it

* 3, Concept probably familizr, word prchebly familiar, but possibly
not recognized 7 S because of different pronunciation (includas
difforences in supw2ntal or suprasegmentai phonological features).

4, Concept.probabl& familiar, but plcture may be ambiguous or in-
approprizte for the S,

* 5, Conecept contaired in the test is probably unfamiliar, word ﬁay be
familiar but used in way different frem thot of the test,

6. Bothi the concept snd the word could be unfamiliar to S.
7. No obvious conceptual or lianguistic bias

(Each item equals approximately 2-3 months of mental age. Ten year old
Ss need to obtain raw score of 75 to be at age level.)

Item C Scoring . Item Scoring
1. table 7 25, cone 7
2. bus 7,4 26. engineer 1 (train man,
3. horse 3 driver)
. 4, dog 7 27. pecking 3
. 5. ball 7 28, kite 7
6, finger 3,4 . 29, rat 7
7. boat 4 30. time 7
‘8, children . 4 (could also 31. sail 4 (could also
be #2) be ¥#1)
9, bell 4 32, ambulance 3
10, turtle 7 33, trunk 7
11,. climbing 4 34, skiing 6
12, lamp 7 35, hook 5
13, sitting 7 36. tweezers 7
14, jacket 7 37, wasp 3,4 (could also
15, pulling 4 (could also be #1)
. be #3) 38, barber 7
16, ring 3 39, parachute 7
17. n?tl 7 40. saddle 7
18, h%tting : 7 41, temperature 7
19, tire 7 42, captain 4 (could 2lso
20. ladder 7 be #2 or #3)
21, sncke 7 43, vwhale 6
22, r%veg 7 44, cash 7
23. ringing 7 45, balancing 4 (could also
24, baking 1 (cookinz)

be #3)

= b
]
D




46,
47,
48,
49,
50.
51,
52,
53.

.35,
56.
57.
58.
59,
60.
61,
62,
63,
G4,
65.
65,
67,
63.
69.
70.
71,
72,
73,
74,
75,
76.

Iten

cobueb
pledzing

.argument

hydrant
binocular
loccumotive
hive '
reel .
insect
gnauing
weapon
banaister

"idol

globe

walrus
filing
shears
horror .

chef
harvesting
construction
observatory
assistance
erecting
thorouzhbred
cassarole
ornament
cobbler
autumn
dissatisfaction
scholar

Scoringa

arguing)

(
(spy glasses)
(engine, train)

(bug) .

(biting)

(gun)

(could also be #1)
(statue)

{xorld}

(scissors)
(scared)
{cook)

(building)

(help)
(building)

(jewelry)
(shoeman)

(£all)

4 (could also be {#4)
1 (student)

P OO AR NHEHGOGOMHE DHFE NN NN

[
N
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EXTERNAL DISCRIMINATION BEHAVIOR AS RELATED TO BLACK ENGLISH GRAMMATICAL VARIANTS

Howard A. Mims, Ph.D. Carl T. Camden, Ph.D.
Department of Speech and Hearing Department of Communication
Cleveland State University Cleveland State University
Cleveland, Ohio 44115 Cleveland, Ohio 44115

November 17, 1984

American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
National Convention

San Francisco, California

SUMMARY

A position paper on social dialects adopted by the American Speech-Language-Hearing
Association (ASHA) approves the delivery of clinical services to persons who do not have
a speech or language disorder but who elect to learn Standard English (SE) (Committee on
the Status of Racial Minorities, 1983). Specifically, the position paper states that
"The role of the speech-language pathologist for these individuals is to provide the
desired competency in standard English without Jeopardizing the integrity of the
individual's first dialect." Thus, the ASHA position paper directs cliniciansto use
the bi-dialectal model in the delivery of services to this population. The integrity
of the first dialect is to be maintained because it is assumed that parameters of the
Nonstandard English (NSE) dialect are strongly related to factors of group identification,
group cohesion and group solidarity. This study challenges the validity of this assumption
as related to the teaching of SE grammar to speakers who use certain elements of Black
English (BE) grammar.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the use of
fluctuating variants of four grammatical forms and the ability of BE speakers to dis-~ i
criminate between those variants in response to an externally presented discrimination test.
We sought to answer the following questions:

1. To what extent do the subjects fluctuate between SE and BE variants of the

grammatical forms under investigation?

2. Is there a statistically significant correlation between the percentage of use

of the BE dialectal variant of a grammatical form and the ability to discriminate
between the SE and the BE dialectal variant of that form?

Seventy-six Black males between the ages of 15:8 and 23:5 years were selected who
used a minimum of three BE responses to a l6-item sentence completion test of four
grammatical forms. A sample of conversational speech was elicited and tape recorded. The
percentage of BE was ascertained for each grammatical form on both the sentence completion
test and spontaneous conversation. The subjects were asked to discriminate between 48 pairs
of sentences which tested their ability to recognize contrasts between the SE and BE
variants of the four grammatical forms. There were 12pairs for each of the four
grammatical forms. Subjects were to indicate whether the tape recorded pairs of sentences

were the same or different. The following are samples of the pairs and a list of the

150
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four grammatical forms under investigation.
1. Verbfsubject agreement third person singular
a. She come up here every day. (BE)
b. She comes up here every day. (SE)
2. Negative concord
a. He couldn't see nobody. (BE)
b. He couldn't see anybody. (SE)
3. Possessive suffix
a. It's Joe's book. (SE)
b. It's Joe book. (BE)
4., Continuative be
a. He's alvays at wrk on Pridays. (SE)
b. He always be ai: work on Fridays. (BE)
Summary of Results

1. Seventy-four of the subjects used fluctuating variants on at least three of the

four grammatical forms and all of the subjacts fluctuated between the use of BE

. and SE variants on at least two of the forms. The exception was the continuative
be form. The subjects who used the BE fomm of continuative be tended to use the
BE ﬁrhnt exclusively.

2. A statistically significant negative correlation was found between the percentage
of use of BE and discrimination scores on the verb-subject agreement form for
couversation and the sentence completion test. These correlations were significant
at the .01 level of confidence. A statistically significant negative correlation
was found between percentage of BE in response to the sentence completion test
and discriminationscores for the posséssive form at the .05 level of confidence.
No other significant correlations were found.

Table 1. Correlations between percentage of BE variants and ability to discriminate between
BE and SE dialect variants.

Spontaneous Sentence
Grammatical Form Conversation Completion Test
Verb-subject Agreement *r= ~0.295°. p<g .01 *r= -0,4520, p< .01
Negative Concord r= 0.0062 r= -0.0315
Possessive Suffix r= -0.0266 *r= -0.2182, p< .05
Continuative be ™ -0.1346 = -0.1494

* Statistically signification correlations
Conclusions

For verb-subject agreement, negative concord and possessive suffix forms the subjects
of this study were already using the SE dialect variant much of the time since they
fluctuated between SE and BE variants. Findings with respect to verb-subject agreement
and possessive suffix indicate that subjects who ‘u?d. to use a higher percentage of




12&

BE variants tend tc fail to notice the differences between the SE and the BE
dialectal variants. Since BE speakers are already using SE variants of some
grammatical forms, there are probably no negative consequences to the eradication

of the BE variant of these grammatical forms. While the findings are not conclusive
the fact that BE speakers often do not recognize the differences between SE and BE
variants argues against the notion that BE grammatical variants categorically

serve as factors of group solidarity and group cohesfon. The need for a bi-dialectal
approach to second dialect teaching should be reconsidered.

Reference

Committee on the Status of Racial Minorities. (1983). Social dialects: position
paper. ASHA, 25, 9, 23-24,
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CONGRUITY AND PREDICTABILITY BETWEEN TWO MEASURES
OF NONSTANDARD DIALECT USAGE ON FOUR GRAMMATICAL
FORMS

HOWARD A. MIMS CARL T. CAMDEN
Cleveland State University, Cleveland, OH

This study investigated whether Nonstandard English (NSE) dialect responses to an ¢cxaminer-constructed sentence comple-
tion test were congruent with and predictive of use of NSE during spontaneous conversation. The sentence completion test was
designed to evoke either NSE or Standard English (SE) dialect variants of four grammatical forms for which the NSE dialect
variants are highly stigmatized. The 76 Black male subjects were between the ages of 15:8 and 23:5 years. The grammatical forms
assessed were verb-subject agreement third person singular, negative concord, possessive suffix, and continuative be. A low but
statistically significant correlation was found between the percentage of NSE usage on the test and during conversation when all
four grammatical forms were combined (r = 2344, p < .05). Only the possessive suffix form showed a statistically significant
correlation between the two measures when correlations were computed for individual grammatical forms (r = .4341, p < .05).
Thus, congruency was interpreted to be highly variable and dependent on the particular grammatical form. To measure
predictability, data were inspected for each grammatical form to determine the percentage of subjects who used at least one NSE
dialect variant for sentence completion test items when at least one NSE variant of that form occurred during spontaneous
conversation. Responses to the sentence completion test were predictive of NSE during conversation for more than 90% of the

subjects only for the negative concord grammatical

form. It was concluded that the sentence completion test is satisfactorily
congruent with and predictive of patterns of dialect used in spontaneous conversation only for certain specific grammatical forms.
Some possible reasons for these variable results and their implications for second dialect assessment are offered.

A position paper on social dialects adopted by the
Legislative Council of the American Speech-Language-
Hearing Association {ASHA) states that “aside from the
traditionally recognized role, the speech-language pa-
thologist may also be available to provide elective clinical
services to nonstandard English speakers who do not
present a disorder” (Committee on the Status of Racial
Minorities, 1983, p. 24). Consequently, some new and
different questions concemning the assessment of oral
language patterns of nonstandard dialect speakers are in
order.

In assessing speakers of nonmainstream dialects, writ-
ers have questioned whether certain testing instruments
provide valid measures of the linguistic disorders of such
speakers (e.g., Vaughn-Cooke, 1980; Weiner, Lewnau, &
Erway, 1983; Wolfram, 1980). On the other hand, assess-
ment for deciding which Standard English (SE) rules
should be taught to speakers electing to gain competency
in SE merely requires a description of the difference
between the Nonstandard English (NSE) dialect variant
and the SE dialect variant of the linguistic form being
assessed. This approach to the assessment of the speech
of NSE speakers who elect to gain control of SE dialect
features is consistent with the ASHA position that “no
dialectal variety of English is a disorder or a pathological
variety of speech or language” and that “each social
dialect is adequate as a functional and effective variety of
English” (Committee on the Status of Racial Minorities,
1983, p. 23). However, there is a need to identify the most
effective methods of assessing those NSE dialect variants
that are socially significant because they are highly stig-
matized (Wolfram, 1970).

The many formally constructed tests available for as-
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sessing communication disorders are assumed to yield
results that are congruent with spontaneous conversa-
tional speech. Thus, it is often assumed, perhaps wrongly,
that the score or the descriptive results of such tests are
valid and reliable representations of the speakers’ con-
versational utterances (Fujiki & Willbrand, 1982). Struc-
tured tests are assumed to be more efficient and less
cumbersome than assessment of spontaneous conversa-
tion because they take less time to administer and ana-
lyze. They are also capable of ensuring that linguistic
features that should be tested are actually emitted. But
the dynamic factors related to social dialect differences
may operate to lower the level of congruity between
structured tests and spontaneous conversation.

There is evidence that congruity does not always exist
between structured test results and spontaneous conver-
sation among speakers with speech and language disor-
ders. Johnson, Winney, and Pederson (1980) compared
the number and type of errors made by children with
articulation defects under conditions of picture-evoked
single word responses and spontaneous connected
speech testing. They found that connected speech
yielded a significantly greater number of errors as well as
more types of errors. They concluded that their results
raised serious questions about the validity of traditional
single word articulation tests. Fujiki and Willbrand (1982)
compared the results of “informal tests” with the results
of “spontaneous language sampling” (spontaneous con- -
versation) for language-disordered children from two age
groups (4-5 and 67 years). They administered examiner-
constructed tests of sentence completion, elicited imita-
tion, and grammatical judgment. Correlations between
grammatical judgments and other evaluative measures,

0022-4677/86/5101-0042801.00/0
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including spontaneous conversation, did not reach statis-
tical significance. Overall or global correlations between
sentence completion and spontaneous conversation mea-
sures and between measures of elicited imitation and
spontaneous conversation were significant but only when
total scores on the five language structures under obser-
vation were considered together. However, Fujiki and
Willbrand found highly variable correlations between
these two tests and spontaneous conversation for each of
the five independent language structures.

The highly variable responses to individual language
structures in the Fujiki and Willbrand study suggest that
it would be useful to observe comparisons of each lin-
guistic form when investigating the congruity between
constructed tests and spontaneous conversation for the
purpose of describing socially significant dialectal differ-
ences. Fujiki and Willbrand (1982) concluded that “it is
likely that the most effective appiication of these tools in
clinical language evaluation is a combination of sponta-
neous language sampling and sentence completion or
elicited imitation” (p. 48). They cautioned against the use
of either sentence completion or elicited imitation with-
out the benefit of spontaneous language sampling.

Studies such as the ones cited above (see also Prutting,
Gallagher, & Mulac, 1975) promptad us to seek empirical
data related to the question of whether structured test
results are congruent with conversational speech with
respect to assessment of dialect differences. Because the
assessment of dialect differences does not involve a

-speech or language disorder but rather a description of

points of difference between two legitimate dialects of
English, it is not known whether the incongruities be-
tween testing nrotocols found in speech- and language-
disordered populations would obtain.

Tests designed to assess dialect differences must take
into account the common tendency for many NSE speak-
ers to fluctuate between the use of standard and non-
standard variants of a single linguistic form. This reality
of fluctuating variants has prompted Wolfram to comment
on the generally noncategorical nature of social dialects.

Perhaps the most significant contribution of sociolinguis-
tic studies in the last few years has been the discovery that
various social dialects in the United States are differenti-
ated from each other not only by discrete sets of features
but also by variations in the frequencies in which certain
features or rules occur. Studies ... clearly indicate that
differentiation of dialects cannot be indicated by simple
categorical statements; instead, dialects are more typically
quantitatively distinguished. (Wolfram, 1974, p. 46)

The quantitative nature of social dialects is illustrated
by the example of the speaker who in spontaneous con-
versation uses the NSE dialect variant of the possessive
suffix form 75% of the time and the SE dialect variant of
this linguistic form 25% of the time. The NSE varia:t
typical of the Black American English (BAE) speaker
would be his brother book instead of the SE variant, his
brother’s book. Kachuk (1978) and Labov (1969) have also
called attention to the fluctuating nature of social dialects,
which can result in a single speaker using the SE variant

1
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he lives here and then saying he live here on another
occasicn. These observations concerning the quantitative
nature of dialect variability indicate the need to express
the presence or absence of a particular variant in terms of
a numerical proportion. Obviously, a categorical state-
ment that the speaker speaks either SE or NSE will be
misleading.

The presence of such variability does not necessarily
mean that the NSE speaker is aware of such fluctuations,
nor does the fluctuation between dialectal variants sug-
gest that the speaker has the ability to consciously control
one or the other variant. Wolfram (1974) noted that such
fluctuations can occur while the social context is held
constant and that we cannot account for many of these
fluctuations by observing contextual linguistic con-
straints. Perhaps the social contacts the speakers have
with the two patterns of dialect are responsible for some
of the fluctuating variants. No matter what the cause or
causes of the variations, the presence of even a small
percentage of a NSE variant may be of concern to some
speakers who may wish to be able to use ounly the SE
variant during a particular social encounter. Such speak-
ers are not truly bidialectal if they have no effective
control over the use of one or the other variant of a
particular linguistic form.

These observations about the variable nature of social
dialects underscore the need to report descriptions of
dialect differences in terms of the proportion of SE or
NSE variants. This would seem to apply both to reports of
results of responses to structured tests and to descriptions
of spontaneous conversation. The question of congruity
between test results and spontaneous conversation would
not only deal with whether a particular NSE form was
revealed by bo* \ethods as being present; there must
also be congruity with respect to the proportion of NSE
variants used in response to the test and in conversational
speech.

This study is concerned with the problems involved in
constructing an efficient and valid test instrument for
identifying socially stigmatized variants of grammatical
forms that would be the targets of second dialect teachihg
for those persons who elect such a service. We began with
the assumption that any formal test fit to identify the
significant points of difference between NSE and SE
dialects would be valid to the extent that it could evoke
dialectal responses that conformed to the speaker’s pat-
tern of dialect during spontaneous conversational speech.
Based on the spontaneous conversation criterion, we
sought to assess the validity of an examiner-constructed
sentence completion test of four grammatical forms by
examining congruent validity and predictive validity.

We sought answers to the following questions regard-
ing congruent validity and predictive validity:

1. Are responses to a sentence completion test designed
to evoke SE or NSE dialect variants of a particular
grammatical form congruent with the speaker’s use of SE
and NSE variants of that form uttered during spontaneous
conversation?

2. Is the sentence completion test a valid predictor of
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the presence or absence of NSE variants of a particular
grammatical form used during spontaneous conversation?

METHOD

Subjects

This study included 76 Black male subjects between
the ages of 15:8 and 23:5 years who were selected on the
basis of their using NSE grammatical patterns identified
by Fasold and Wolfram (1970) and by Williams and
Wolfram (1977) as being characteristic of BAE. All sub-
jects except 3 were located in high schools in the metro-
politan area of Cleveland, OH. The 3 nonschool subjects
were located at a community recreation center; 1 of these
3 (aged 23:5) had left school after the 11th grade, and the
other 2 were attending high school. Subjects were se-
lected if they used any combination of at least three BAE
dialectal responses when administered a 16-item sen-
tence completion test of four grammatical forms. There-
fore, to be selected, subjects could use BAE a minimum
of three times on a single grammatical form or a minimum
of one response to three different grammatical forms. This
criterion was determined arbitrarily. The 16-item exam-
iner-constructed sentence completion test used in this
study was designed originally as a means of merely
identifying subjects who used NSE variants for one or
more of the four linguistic forms being studied. The
subjects were then administered a questionnaire de-
signed to investigate seve:al other sociolinguistic ques-
tions that are still under study at the time of this writing.
(A copy of the 16-item screening test used in this study is
found in the Appendix.)

Procedures

Screening process: Sentence completion test. The ex-
aminer-constructed sentence completion test used for
screening included four grammatical forms that are
highly stigmatized when NSE or, more particularly, BAE
variants are used (Wolfram, 1970). Each grammatical form
was presented four times in alternating order for a total of
16 items on the screening test. The test evoked the
following grammatical forms: (a) third person singular
verb-subject agreement present tense, (b) negative con-
cord, (c) possessive suffix, and (d) continuative be.

The sentence completion test was administered by the
first author, an experienced Black male speech-language
pathologist who used SE. The examiner presented a
picture stimulus while presenting on audiotape the be-
ginning of a sentence that explained the action in the
picture. The potential subjects were asked to complete
the sentence. Each NSE response was recorded immedi-
ately on a form. The total number of NSE responses to the
16 sentence completion tasks was noted regardless of the
grammatical form. Thus, the total score could range from
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0 to 16. A tally of each grammatical form was also made,
ranging from O to 4. The sentence fragment presented on
tape was also printed adjacent to the picture that was
viewed by the examinee. The examinees were able to
emit either the SE or NSE variant of the grammatical form
and to complete the sentences with relative ease. A total
of 305 people participated in the screening. There were
165 (54.1%)! who et the criterion; 76 were available or
consented to participate beyond the screening stage of
the study. Scores were expressed in the form of the
percentage of NSE variants for the four grammatical
forms.

Spontaneous conversation. Approximately 20 min of
spontaneous conversation was obtained from each of the
76 subjects and tape recorded using a Nakamichi 550 tape
recorder and a Sony F-258 microphone. The same exam-
iner who administered the sentence completion test ob-
tained 73 of the samples of conversation. The other 3
subjects were interviewed by a trained undergraduate
Black man majoring in speech-language pathology. The
subjects were generally asked to describe their hobbies
and leisure time activities and to give their assessment of
the local professional athletic teams. The topics of con-
versation were often unique because the subjects were
encouraged to talk about things that particularly inter-
ested them. For some of the subjects this method failed to
evoke some grammatical forms. Four subjects failed to
emit the verb-subject agreement and negative concord
forms; 14 subjects did not emit the possessive suffix form;
and the continuative be form was the most difficult to
evoke with 22 of the subjects failing to produce this form
during conversation.

By tallying the SE and the NSE variants for each of the
four grammatical forms for each subject, it was possible to
determine the percentage of NSE variants for each sub-
ject for each of the four forms. Subjects who did not emit
one or more of the four grammatical forms under investi-
gation during spontaneous conversation were not in-
cluded for the form or forms that did not ¢ ccur. For
example, a subject who did not use the possessive form
but did use one or more instances of the other forms was
included in the N for the other three grammatical forms
but not in the N for the possessive form. It was decided to
include subjects for whom there was only a single occur-
rence of a form because there are no significant differ-
ences between correlation coefficients yielded from sam-
ples generated by cutoff points of 1—4 as minimum criteria
of occurrences (Ferguson, 1971).

Because the n.easure of spontaneous conversation in-
volved a degree of subjectivity, three judges were used to
establish the reliability of judging NSE versus SE vari-
ants for the spontaneous conversation. A test was con-

10nly responses consistent with the rules of BAE were accept-
able. However, several patterns of the BAE dialect are identical
to patterns of developmental language disorders of some chil-
dren in families where BAE is not spoken. The advanced ages of
our subjects and the prevalence of the NSE pattern (54.1%)
among those screened support our assumption that we were
observing legitimate patterns of the BAE dialect and not in-
stances of developmental language disorders.
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TABLE 1. Composite reliability.

Percentage of agreement

Grammatical Identification of  Designating variants

forms grammatical form as SE or NSE
Verb-subject

agreement 8791 9044
Negative concord 8407 9811
Possessive suffix 8364 9556
Continuative be 8298 9949

ducted to assess the reliability of identifying the four
grammatical forms under study and the determination of
the identified response as being either the SE or the NSE
variant of that form. Two graduate students and a senior
who were majoring in speech-language pathology were
trained and coded 15 samples of conversation. All reli-
ability coefficients were above .82.2 (See Table 1 for more
information.)

During coding there were very few instances when it
was not possible to determine with certainty whether the
surface structure speech emitted by a speaker was actu-
ally one of the four grammatical forms under investiga-
tion. In the absence of certain contextual cues the seman-
tic intent of the speaker could not always be determined
from what was observable. For example, the sentence He
be there could not be included in some contexts because
the surface structure was semantically ambiguous. It was
not possible to determine whether the speaker was using
a form of invariant be, which is translated in SE as He will
be there, or if this was truly a form of continuative be
where the speaker was expressing the idea that He is
always there on a regular basis. Because in BAE the
surface structure for both sentences is the same, but the
underlying semantic structures are different, such ambig-
uous sentences were excluded.

There were also a few phonetic contexts that made it
impossible to deter nine whether a speaker-used a sibi-
lant marker for third person singular verb-subject agree-
ment forms or for the possessive form. For example, a
speaker who says, “That’s Mr. White's store,” with close
juncture between the words White's and store does not
permit the listener to be certain whether the possessive
marker (/-s/} is present or absent. Such an example could
not be included as either the SE or NSE variant of the
grammatical form in question. These surface structure
ambiguities, however, had no significant impact on the
outcome of this study because such utterances occurred
infrequently in the speech of these subjects.

Congruity Data Analysis

Global congruity. A global or overall measurement of
congruity between resuits of the sentence completion test

2Reliability was calculated using Holsti’s (1969) composite
reliability formula. This formula is based on percentage of
agreement between all possible pairs of raters.
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and the assessment of spontanecus conversation was
determined. This was done by computing the correlation
coefficient between the percentage of NSE variants that
occurred during spontaneous conversation for all four
grammatical forms combined with the percentage of NSE
respounses of these same subjects ¢o all 16 items on the
sentence completion screening test. The data for all four
grammatical forms were combined for both of the assess-
ment protocols. Through this analysis we sought to deter-
mine the congruity between the sentence completion test
and spontaneous conversation regardless of the particular
grammatical form.

Congruity for individual grammatical forms. A sepa-
rate measure of congruity between the percentage of NSE
responses on the sentence completion test and the per-
centage of NSE variants in spontaneous conversation for
each of the four grammatical forms was also computed.
The N for the various grammatical forms differed because
of the differences in the number of subjects who emitted
either SE or NSE variants of these forms during the
sampling of spontaneous conversation. The number of
subjects contributing data for the various grammatical
forms was: verb-subject agreement, 72; negative concord,
72; possessive suffix, 62; continuative be, 34.

Predictive validity. Predictive validity was measured
by observing the percentage of instances in which at least
one NSE dialect response to the sentence compietion test
corresponded to the use of at least one NSE dialect
variant of a given grammatical form during spontaneous
conversation. The percentage of subjects who used SE
only for both assessment modes was also determined.
These two percentage values were added together to
provide the total of agreement.

RESULTS

Global Congruity

For this measure of congruity between the two test
modes, Pearson’s r (Ferguson, 1971) correlations were
computed between the proportion of NSE variants rela-
tive to the total occurrence of grammatical forms during
spontaneous conversation on one hand and these sub-
jects’ percentage NSE score on the 16-item sentence
completion screening test. The result was a correlation of
2344, which is significant at the .05 level of confidence (p
< .05). But this correlation, although significant, is not
very meaningful in that it only accounts for 5.3% of the
variance. There is apparently some minimal correlation
between the overall scores of these two assessment pro-
tocols. See Table 2 for a summary of globai and individual
correlations.
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TABLE 2. Correlations between NSE responses to the sentence
completion test during spontaneous conversation.

Grammatical forms Correlations

Global NSE responses 2344
Verb-subject agreement 2601
Negation -.0575
Possessive 4341
Continuative be .0110
*p < .05.

Congruity for Individual Grammatical Forms

The correlation between the percentage of NSE re-
sponses to the four trials of the sentence completion test
and the percentage of NSE variants during spontaneous
conversation for the possessive suffix form was .4341,
which was significant (p < .05). Not one of the remaining
correlations was significant (see Table 2). It is apparent
that the measures of congruency for the individual gram-
matical forms are variable because the possessive suffix
form was the only one showing a statistically significant
positive correlation between the sentence completion
test results and spontaneous conversation.

Inspection of Tables 3-6 provides some interesting
insights into the differential patterns of dialect that oc-
curred as a function of the linguistic form and depending
on whether the subjects were responding to the sentence
completion test items or engaged in spontaneous conver-
sation. Table 3 reveals that there were 25 subjects who
used SE on all four verh-subject agreement sentence
completion test trials (100%) but that 23 of these subjects
used the NSE dialect variant at a rate of at least 11%
during spontaneous conversation; 13 of these subjects
who used only the SE dialect variant on the four sentence
completion test trials used the NSE verb-subject agree-
ment variant for more than 30% of the possible realiza-
tions of this grammatical form during spontaneous con-
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versation. For this grammatical form the sentence com-
pletion test failed to identify a considerable number of
the subjects who normally used a substantial proportion
of the NSE variant during spontaneous conversation. The
verb-subject agreement NSE variant is highly prevalent
in this population occurring in the speech of 70 of the 72
subjects in at least one of the two assessment protocols.
The sentence completion screening test failed to reveal
this prevalence.

Table 4 reveals that 5 subjects used only the SE dialect
variant for the negative concord form on all four sentence
completion trials; however, 4 of these 5 subjects used the
NSE negative concord variant more than 80% of the time
during spontaneous conversation. For the negative con-
cord form it is apparent that the two assessment protocols
failed the test of congruent validity. Some idea of the
extent of the lack of congruity is indicated by the fact that
only 1 of the 4 subjects who used only the SE negative
concord variant during spontaneous conversation used
SE only for both assessment procedures.

Of the four grammatical forms investigated, the posses-
sive suffix (see Table 5) form yielded the highest level of
congruent validity as indicated by the statistically signif-
icant correlation found between the results of the two
assessment modes. Nevertheless, Table 5 shows that of
the 10 subjects who used only the SE variant during the
four sentence completion trials, 7 used NSE variants
during spontaneous conversation; 11 subjects who used
NSE on only one sentence completion trial and 2 who
used NSE on only two sentence completion trials used
SE only during spontaneous conversation. However, un-
like the other three grammatical forms, the subjects’
responses to the two test modes for the possessive suffix
form resulted in a moderate statistically significant corre-
lation for this particular grammatical form.

For the continuative be form there was a remarkable
absence of congruity between the percentage of usage of
NSE variants for the two modes of assessment (r = 011,
p > .05). This lack of congruity is apparent in Table 8,

TABLE 3. Frequency of NSE responses to four verb-subject agreement trials and NSE responses
of the same subjects during spontaneous conversation; n = 72.

Percentage NSE

NSE responses to sentence completion test trials

spontaneous 0=SE 1 2 3 4 Totals

conversation only 25% 50% 75% 100% N

0 = SE only 2 1 2 3

1-10 0
11-20 4 1 1 1 7
21-30 2 3 2 7
31-40 3 1 1 5
41-50 1 3 1 1 6
51-60 2 2 4
61-70 1 2 1 4
71-80 6 5 2 1 14
81-90 2 1 3 3 g
91-100 2 2 1 4 2 11
Totals N 25 19 15 8 5 72
M 350.44 55.20 55.09 85.24 68.21

Note. r = 260!, p > 05.
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TABLE 4. Frequency of NSE responses to four negative concord trials and NSE responses of the
same subjects during spontaneous conversation; n = 72.

NSE responses to sent

-e completion test trials

Percentage NSE
spontaneous 0=SE 1 2 3 4 Totals
conversation only 25% 50% 75% 100% N
0 = SE only 1 3 4
1-10 0
11-20 1 1 2 4
21-30 1 2 3
3140 1 1
41-50 . 1 2 3
51-60 1 1
61-70 . 0
71-80 1 2 2 3
81-90 1 1 1 3 6
91-100 3 4 S 15 18 45
Totals N 5 6 8 20 33 T2
M 76.35 78.33 85.86 89.07 74.28

Note. r = - 0875, p > .05,

which shows that of 33 subjects who used only the SE
dialect variant (0% NSE) during the sentence completion
trials, only 2 used SE only (0% NSE) during spontaneous
conversation. The remaining 31 subjects represent 57% of
the 54 subjects who produced this form during spontane-
ous conversation. Of the n of 54, 50 subjects (92%) used
the NSE variant of the continuant be form at least 50% of
the time during spontanecus conversation. Inspection of
the raw data indicates that 46 or 85.19% of these subjects
used the continuative be form in spontaneous conversa-
tion 100% of the time. It is apparent that congruent
validity levels vary greatly as a function of the grammat-
ical form.

Predictive Validity

The data were inspected to determine whether at least
one sentence completion trial for a given grammatical

form was rendered in NSE when at least one emission of
the NSE variant of that form occurred during spontaneous
conversation. It was also noted whether SE only re-
sponses to the sentence completion test resulted in SE
only responses during spontaneous conversation. The
percentage of these two occurrences was computed and
combined to provide a total percentage, which is shown
in Table 7 as total of agreement. These results, which
indicate the extent to which the senf2nce completion test
can be used to predict a minimal use of NSE in sponta-
neous conversation, are summarized in Table 7.

This is a rather liberal measure of predictive validity
based on a minimal level of predictive power of the
sentence completion test to predict the occurrence of
dialect variants in spontaneous conversation. Using this
criterion it was found that the level of predictive validity
for verb-subject agreement was 63.89%. For negative
concord the percentage of correct predictions was

TABLE 5. Frequency of NSE responses to four possessive suffix trials on the sentence completion
test and NSZ responses of the same subjects during spontaneous conversation; n = 62.

NSE responses to sentence completion test trials

Percentage NSE
spontaneous 0 =SE 1 2 3 4 Totals
conversation only 25% 50% 75% 100% N
0 = SE only 3 11 2 16
1-10 0
11-20 6 6
21-30 2 4 6
3140 1 7 8
41-50 2 3 5 10
51-60 1 1 2
61-70 0
71-80 1 2 1 4
81-90 0
91-100 2 2 4 1 1 10
Totals N 10 31 18 1 2 62
M 27.88 26.80 53.33 100 85.71

Note. r = 4341, p < .05.
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TABLE 6. Frequency of NSE responses to four continuative be trials on the sentence completion
test and NSE responses of the same subjects during spontaneous conversation; n = 54.

Percentage NSE

NSE responses to sentence completion test trials

spontaneous 0=SE 1
conversation only 25%

2 3 4 Totals
50% 75% 100% N

0 = SE only 2
1-10

11-20

21-30

3140

41-50

51-60

61-~-70

71-80

81-90

91-100

Totals N

M 8

~

388~
g~

23.—-.—-00&&000

Note. r = 0110, p > .05.

91.67%. The level of correct predictions was 67.74% for
the possessive suffix form and a considerably lower level
of 42.59% for the continuative be form. Using this method
to indicate predictive validity, it is apparent that only the
negative concord items of the sentence completion test
predicted the presence or absence of NSE variants in
spontaneous conversation above the level of 90%. F -
verb-subject agreement, possessive suffix, and continua-
tive be there was total nonagreement or a failure of the
sentence completion test to predict at rates of 36.11%,
32.26%, and 57.4%, respectively. The differences in pre-
dictability are a function of the grammatical form. Clearly,
only the negative concord form provides a level of pre-
dictive validity that makes the sentence completion items
clinically useful. :

DISCUSSION

Congruent Validity

Congruent validity was determined by using Pearson’s
rin an effort to discover whether a statistically significant

correlation existed between the percentage of NSE dia-
lect variants in response to the sentence completion test
and the percentage of NSE dialect variants used in
spontaneous conversation. The global result for the 76
Black male subjects of this study revealed a low but
statistically significant correlation between the two as-
sessment protocols. However, when the correlations
were computed between percentage of NSE use on the
sentence completion test and the percentage of NSE use
during spontaneous conversation for isolated grammatical
forms, only the possessive suffix form resulted in a statis-
tically significant level of correlation. This finding sug-
gests that the various linguistic forms are unique with
respect to their level of congruent validity between the
items of a formal sentence completion test and conversa-
tion. The results indicate that for some grammatical forms
there i~ a greater congruent validity between the two
assessment measures than for others. The differential
findings for individual grammatical forms make it appar-
ent that the statistically significant global correlation was
misleading and that the differences between the subjects’

TAELE 7. Agreement and nonagreement between sentence completion test and spontaneous conversation based on at least one
occurrence of NSE or the absence of NSE for either of the two types of measures.

Agreement Nonagreement
+Sen. comp. —Sen. comp. +Sen. comp. —~Sen. comp.
and and Total and and Total of
Linguistic form +conversation —conversation of agreement —conversation +conversation nonagreement _
Verb-sub.)agr. 44 (61.11%) 2 (2.78%) 46 (63.89%) 3 (4.17%) 23 (31.94%) 26 (36.11%)
(n=T2
Ntzgativ;2;:oncord 65 (90.28%) 1(1.39%) 66 (91.67%) 3 (4.17%) 3 (4.17%) 6 (8.33%)
n =
Possessive suffix 39 (62.90%) 3 (4.84%) 42 (67.74%) 13 (20.97%) 7 (11.29%) 20 (32.26%)
(n = 62)
Continuat)ive be 21 (38.89%) 2 (3.70%) 23 (42.59%) 0 (0%) 31 (57.41%) 31 (57.41%)
(n =54

Note. + indicates at least one instance of NSE; - indicates that there were no occurrences of NSE.
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responses to individual grammatical foims were masked
when all forms were viewed together.

These findings are consistent with the observations of
Labov (1969), Wolfram (1974), and Kachuk (1978) regard-
ing the presence of fluctuating variants; the subjects of
this study shifted back and forth between the use of SE
and NSE variants at a very high rate of occurrence during
the formal test and during spontaneous conversation.
However, only the possessive suffix sentence completion
items of the examiner-constructed test of this study
yielded results that reflected the proportion of use of the
NSE variants that could be expected to occur during
spontaneous conversation.

We believe that the proportion of use of SE or NSE
dialect variants of a linguistic form has implications for
interpreting results of assessment and for prescribing a
client’s program for second dialect teaching. It seems
reasonable to assume that the higher the proportion of
NSE variants that occur in a speaker’s conversational
speech, the greater the degree of social significance (i.e.,
the stigmatized variants will be more noticeable to criti-
cal listeners). Therefore, the second dialect teacher might
elect to make the linguistic features with higher percent-
ages of NSE variants higher priority-items in the teaching
sequence than those features that have a lower percent-
age of NSE variants. It would be useful if a sentence
completion test or some other efficient test could provide
a valid indicator of the percentage of use of NSE dialect
variants that could be expected in a speaker’s spontane-
ous conversation. The test used in this study was useful in
this regard for only one of four linguistic features inves-
tigated. Even for the possessive suffix form there was only
a moderate statistically significant positive correlation
between the two assessment modes.

Results of this study of dialect usage were similar to
findings of Fujiki and Willbrand (1982), who investigated
the comparative responses of young, language-disordered
children to different testing methods. Although the spe-
cific grammatical forms used by Fujiki and Willbrand
were different from those of the present study, they also
found that there were different patterns of concurrent
validity between assessment protocols based on the par-
ticular linguistic form being assessed. We have con-
cluded, based on these two studies, that the variable
results with respect to grammatical forms that we have
observed is a function of the grammatical form being
tested. We also conclude that the differences in response
to different assessment protocols are independent of
whether the speaker is responding with a linguistic code
characterized as being dialectal in nature or whether the
linguistic code is a reflection of a developmental lan-
guage disorder.

With the exception of the possessive suffix form, the
subjects of this study tended to use a greater percentage
of SE variants in response to the sentence completion test
than during spontaneous conversation. For example, for
the verb-subject agreement and the continuative be forms
there were 23 and 31 subjects, respectively, who used SE
only in response to the sentence completion test but who

.
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used one or more NSE variants for these forms during
conversation.

It might be argued that the greater use of SE during the
more formal sentence completion test indicates that the
speakers had control of both dialects and that they were
able to switch at will from one variant to another as a
result of pragmatic rules that were dictated by social
context. However, this would not explain those instances
of NSE usage that did occur during the sentence ccmple-
tion test. We are convinced that these subjects could not
be regarded as being productively bidialectal merely
based on their use of both SE and NSE variants. We are
particularly persuaded to this view by the very common
occurrence of fluctuating variants of a given grammatical
form during conversation; the idea that one or the other
variant was under control of some pragmatic factor is

_ruled out due to the fact that the social situation remained

constant throughout the periods of conversation. Because
the subjects fluctuated in their use of NSE and SE
variants with no apparent change in pragmatic conditions,
we are unable to explain these fuctuations. There
seemed to be no conscious awareness of the use of
fluctuating variants of a grammatical form during either of
the two types of language sampling activities. If indeed
these subjects were unaware of their variable use of the
two patterns of dialect, those who might elect to use one
or the other variant in a particular social situation would
seem not to have the control of the preferred variant that
would permit the speaker to use that variant at will.

Predictive Validity

The data were also inspected in an effort to determine
the extent to which the presence of NSE reponses to the
sentence completion test was predictive of the use of
NSE in spontaneous conversation. Table 7 summarizes
this analysis of the data that was done by merely record-
ing those instances where a subject who used at least one
NSE variant during the sentence completion test also
used at least one NSE variant during spontaneous con-
versation. We also tallied the number of instances where
there were zero occurrences of NSE in both the sentence
completion test and during conversation. Percentages
were computed for the above two sets of tallies and added
to give the total of agreement. Based on the face value of
the percentage total of agreement, the sentence comple-
tion test was found to be an unacceptable indicator of the
subjects’ pattern of dialect during conversational speech.
The negative concord form is a notable exception with a
total of agreement between the two assessment modes of
91.67%. Again, the grammatical forms yielded different
results with the possessive suffix form having the next
highest total of agreement at 67.74%; the total of agree-
ment for verb-subject agreement was 63.89%; total of
agreement for continuative be was quite low at 42.59%.

_ For the negative concord form it seems that the sentence

completion items used in this investigation could be
employed as a screening device that could predict at a
91.67% level of accuracy which subjects would use SE
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only for both assessments or would use NSE at least once
on the four sentence completion trials and could be
expected to use 2 NSE variant on some occasion during
spontaneous cony :rsation.

It is interesting to note that when the congruent valid-
ity of the two assessment methods based on the propor-
tion of NSE use was examined, the possessive suffix form
yielded the highest and only statistically significant cor-
relation. However, when the correlation between the
percentage of NSE variants on the sentence completion
test and the percentage of NSE variants for conversation
was discarded and the percentage of subjects who emit-
ted at least one NSE variant for both the formal test and
spontaneous conversation was merely noted, we found
there was nonagreement between the two assessment
modes among more than 30% of these subjects. In our
judgment, a test that fails to predict which persons will
use NSE variants at a rate of less than 90% is unsatisfac-
tory.

We were surprised to discover such a wide discrepancy
between the responses to the two test modes for the four
grammatical forms regarding both congruity and predict-
ability For example, for the negative concord form, the
sentence completion test failed to predict which subjects
would use one or more NSE variants during conversation
for only 8.33% of the subjects; for the continuative be
form, the sentence completion test failed to predict the
use of one or more NSE variants during conversation for
57.41% of the subjects.

We can only speculate about the causes of the variable
nature of the findings of this study. One factor influencing
the differential responses to the two test methods may
have been the low selection criterion that allowed sub-
jects to be included who used any combination of only
three NSE responses to the entire sentence completion
test. Although raising the criterion may have resulted in
greater congruity between the sentence completion test
and spontaneous conversation, it would have eliminated
many persons who used a considerable amount of NSE
during conversation. The sentence completion test is
apparently capable of yielding results highly congruent
with spontaneous conversation for that group of speakers
who are essentially categorical users of SE or NSE vari-
ants of a particular grammatical form. But this was rare in
this populativn of speakers characterized by a wide range
of degree of nse of NSE. It is possible that pictorial and
verbal stimuli used to evoke responses to the sentence
completion test contained unknown biases that favored
either the NSE or SE dialect variant of a grammatical
form. An additional explanation may be that the general
but variable tendency for NSE variants to occur more
often during conversation than in response to the sen-
tence completion test may have been a response to the
more formal nature of the test. The greater formality of
the sentence completion test protocol possibly triggered a
mediation process that tended to prompt subjects to favor
the SE variant. This mediation may have resulted from
some awareness of the higher prestige associated with the
SE variant. Therefore, the sentence completion test may
tend to evoke the more socially approved variant more
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often than does conversation because conversation is less
formal, more automatic, and, thus, less subject to con-
scious or even subconscious mediation. It is also possible
that the presence of an adult administering the sentence
completion test may have tended to evoke the more
socially approved SE variants.

A possible explanation for the highly variable re-
sponses of these subjects to the different grammatical
forms is that there may have been at least some level of
awareness or some notion of the differences in the
amount of social significance attached to the NSE variant
depending on the grammatical form. For example, the
NSE variant for the continuative be form is highly stig-
matized and used almost exclusively among working
class Black speakers (Wolfram, 1969). The narrow socially
stratified use of this dialect variant is probably related to
the fact that 57% of the subjects completely avoided the
NSE variant of continuative be in response to the more
formal sentence completion test but used the NSE variant
at some time during conversation. In fact, 85% of this
group used the NSE variant of this form in conversation
100% of the time. This differed sharply from the level of
congruity between the two assessment methods found
among the other three grammatical forms.

The ability of the subjects to shift dialects as a function
of the type of elicitation mechanism probably attests to
their capacity to code switch. However, we are not
inclined to conclude that the switch from SE to NSE is
under consciocus control, even in the case of continuative
be; our suspicion is that the speakers generally do not
make a volitional choice between codes.

Although we are uncertain about the reasons for our
findings, the results strongly suggest caution in the use of
a sentence completion test. The findings lead to the
conclusion that a composite result from a sentence com-
pletion test of several grammatical forms may lead to
erroneous assumptions about a speaker’s use of NSE
during conversational speech. The sentence completion
test was found to yield a moderately satisfactory level of
congruity with spontaneous conversation on only the
possessive suffix form among the four forms studied. The
sentence completion test was found to be a satisfactory
predictor of whether a subject would use the NSE variant
during conversation on only one (negative concord) of the
four grammatical forms. The findings of extremely vari-
able results with respect to congruity and predictability
suggest that the general use of a sentence completion test
is unsatisfactory. This study suggests that the test can be
used with reasonable confidence that it represents the
patterns of dialect that can be expected during conversa-
tional speech only when assessing specific grammatical
forms. For assessing socially significant grammatical
forms for the purpose of prescribing a program of second
dialect training, the cumbersome and more time-con-
suming task of evoking and analyzing samples of conver-
sational speech seems to be the better option.

A major weakness of relying on samples of conversation
for assessing dialect differences is that some significant
linguistic forms may not be emitted. However, for those
that are emitted, there seems to be a good chance that a
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listener can reliably identify the form and appropriately
designate the NSE variant as indicated by the reliability
coeflicient of three judges shown in Table 1. But it must
be kept in mind that the judges in this study were
concentrating on only four grammatical forms. This task
becomes more difficult when all possible instances of
NSE phonology and grammar must be assessed simulita-
neously. This task is made easier if the examiner has a
reasonably good idea of the rules that are common in the
diglect of the examinee’s community. Although it may
consume a considerable amount of the examiner’s time,
the entire tape recorded sample or portions of it can be
replayed until the examiner is satisfied that the socially
significant NSE elements have been noted. Based on the
success of the judges who participated in this study, a
knowledgeable examiner can be expected to be success-
ful in identifying significant elements of NSE dialect by
analyzing taped samples of conversation.

It would be useful to replicate this study to discover
whether there was reliability with the same linguistic
forms yielding the same patterns of test congruity and
predictability. Future studies should include a larger
number of tnals for each of the grammatical forms. Addi-
tional socially significant grammatical forms should be
included in subsequent studies. In addition to assessing
congruity and predictability between the sentence com-
pletion test and conversation, responses to an elicited
imitation test should be studied. There is also a need to
discover the factors responsible for the variable results
found in this study and that might also be found in similar
future efforts. If later investigations of this issue yield
similar results, the solution to the problem of constructing
a useful test of this kind may be found by refining the
interpretation of the results.
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APPENDIX

SENTENCE COMPLETION SCREENING TEST

(A picture was used to depict the situations related to the sentences.)

. Bob does this every day. What does Bob do every day? He play(s) ball every day.

(Verb-subject agreement)

. Bill's eyes were completely closed so he could not see at all. What could Bill see? He couldn’t

see (anything) (nothing). (Negative concord)

. Joe is reading his book. The book belongs to Joe. Whose book is it? It's Joe('s) book.

(Possessive suffix)

. Whenever -Tom should be home studying his homework he’s always playing ball. What's

Tom always doing when he should be studying?® He (is always) (be) playing ball. (Continu-
ative be)

. Dave is jogging 5 miles. He does this every day to stay in shape. What does Dave do every

day to stay in shape? He jog(s) 5 miles. (Verb-subject agreement)

. Clyde did everything wrong. What did Clyde do right? He didn’t do (anything) (nothing)

right. (Negative concord)

. This car belongs to this man. His name is Mr. S:aith. Whose car is this? This is Mr. Smith(’s)

car. (Possessive suffix)

. James’s neck itches all the time. He scratches his neck all the time. Why does James alwayys

scratch his neck? Because his neck (is alwways) (be) itching. (Continuative be)

. Mr. Jones is walking 2 miles. He does this every day to stay in shape. What does Mr. Jones

do every day to stay in shape? He walk(s) 2 miles. (Verb-subject agreement)

. John hates to read. John shot pool all day Tuesday. How much did john read on Tuesday?
11.

John didn’t read (anything) (nothing) on Tuesday. (Negative concord)

This girl is named Alice. The doll belongs to Alice. Whose doll is it? It's Alice(’s) doll.
(Possessive suffix)

Raymond oversleeps every moming. He always misses his bus every morning. Every
morning when Raymond reaches the bus stop the bus (is always) (be) gone. (Continuative be)
Mrs. Harris is cooking dinner. She does this every day. What does she do every day? She
cook(s) dinner. (Verb-subject agreement)

Bob doesn’t like to do work. Bob played ball all day Monday. How much work did Bob do on
Monday? Bob didn't do (any work) (no work) on Monday. (Negative concord)

This ball belongs to Pete. Whose ball is this? This is Pete(’s) ball. (Possessive suffix)
Raymond is always late for work. His boss fusses with him every moming. Why is Kaymond’s
boss always fussing with him every morning?® Because Raymond (is always; (be) late for work
every day. (Continuative be)
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Walt Wolfram
CSu

Handout: Considerations in Teaching Spoken Standard English

The Philosophical Perspectives
1. eradicationism
2. bidialectalism
3. dialect appreciation (leave your dialect alone!)

Considerations for Implementing a Successful Program

1. Teaching SE Must Plug Into the "Peer Reference" Factor of the
Candidate

e.g8. where the students' peers are, where they want to go, etc.
P

2. The Teaching of SE Should be Based Upon an Understanding of the Systematic
Differences Between the Standard and Nonstandard Forsm

3. Teaching Standard English Should be Coupled with Information About
Dialect Diversity

e.g. why dialects differ, how they differ, historical facts, myths versus
reality of dialects

4. The Goals of a Program should be Clearly and Consistently Integrated into
the Program

5. The Dialect of Spoken English Taught Should be Realistic in Terms of
Community Norms

6. The Program Must Include Dimensions of Language Function as Well as
Language Form

e.g8. conventions of politeness, direct and indirect speech acts, etc.

Types of Drills often Used in Teaching Spoken Standard English

1. discrimination drills
e.g. same/different drills with SE and Vernacular Dialect

2. identification drills
e.g. identifying which forms/functions are associated with which dialects

3. translation drills
e.g. using the stimulus of one dialect to translate to the other

4. response drills
e.g. appropriate response to stimulus, matching dialect of stimulus

T A op
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WHEN TEACHING A SPEAKER TO BECOME BI-DIALECTAL, WHAT SHOULD BE TAUGHT FIRST?

H. A. Mims, Ph.D.
Department of Speech & Hearing, C.S.U.

Walt Wolfram has Suggested that the various rules be taught in the order of their
social significance. The following Matrix of Cruciality is reproduced with the
permission of Dr. Walt Wolfram.

Reference: Wolfram, Walt, Sociolinguistic Implications For Educational Sequencing,
in Teaching Standard English in the Inner City (R. W. Fasold & R. W.
Shuy, Editors), Center for Applied Linguistics, Washington, D.C. (1970),

pp. '105-119. .
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Black English Feature ® "=
-8 third person singular + + + + +
(e.g. ha go)
multiple negazion . + + + + +
(e.g. didn'c do nothing)
-8 possessive + + + + -
(e.g. man hat)
invariant bde + + + + +
(e.g. he be home)
copula absence + + - + +
(e.g. he nice)
been auxiliary f{n active sentence - - + + -
(e.g. he been ate the food) -
existencial it + - + + -
(e.g. It is a whole lot of people)
word-oedial and final + + - + +
3 and ¢ (e.g. /tuf/ ‘tooth')
word-final consonant clusters + + - + +
(e.g. /ges/ 'guest’ and ‘guessed’)
word-inicial 3 - + - + +
(e.g. /dea/ ‘then')
monophthongization - + - - +
(e.g. /tahm/ 'time')
post-vocalic r and 1 - + - - +
(e.g. /cah/ ‘car')
syllable-£final d - + - - +
(e.g. /behe/ 'bad’)
1/¢ before nasals - - - - -
(e.g. /pra/ 'pin' or 'pen')
v Pig. 3. Matrix of Crucialicy
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TEACHING A SECOND DIALECT ,4
Prepared by Howard A. Mims, Ph.D.

Department of Speech and Hearing
Cleveland State University

The following Suggestions for teaching a second dialect are based on the contrast
and comparison techniques of Irwin Feigenbaum.

Reference: Feigenbaum, Irwin, The Use of N-nstandard English in Teaching Standard:
Contrast and Comparison, in Teact ing Standard English in the Inner City,
(Raplh W. Fasold & Roger W. Shuy, Eds.), Center for Applied Linguistics,
Washington, D.C. (1970), pp. 87-104.

The purpose is not to eradicate the first dialect because it is socially appropriate
in certain settings and on certain occasions. By using methods of contrast and com-
parison we teach rules of the second dialect by following the following steps. °

1. Presentation - Present examples of the dialect differences.

2. Discrimination Drills - The student is helped to recognize the difference between
the two dialects. .

3. Identification Drills - The student must be able to tell which dialect is being
spoken,

4. Translation Drills - The student must be able to traaslate from one dialect to
another.

5. Response Drills - A question is asked in one dialect and the student is required
to respond in the appropriate dialect while contradicting the first statement.

EXAMPLES

A. Presentation

It is Alice doll. (The contrasting sentences are put on the board
and the differences in the way the two dialects
It is Alice's doll. express possession are pointed out and discussed.)

B. Discrimination Drills

Teacher stimulus Student response

1. It is Alice doll. 1. different
It is Alice's doll.

2. It's Joe book. 2. same
It's Joe book.

3. It's his brother's hat 3. same
It's his brother's hat

C. Identification Drills

1. It's Robert dog. 1. nonstandard

2. They painted Bob's house. 2. standard




| ¥3
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D. Translation Drills

Teacher stimulus

1.

4.

They worked on Tom's car.
They visited Mr. Brown farm.
That is the judge car.

Go to Mr. Smith's house.

E. Response Drills

1.

He operates a coin laundry.
She drive to work.

He be late every day.

He don't never be tired.

He studies law.

Student Response

1.

They worked on Tom car.
They visited Mr. Brown's farm.

That is the judge's car.

- Go to Mr. Smith house.

No,he doesn't.
No, she don't.
No, he don't.

Yes, he do.

No, he doesn't.

Notice that the response drill provides for some degree of spontaneous speech. The

teacher provides a stimulus statement and the student contradicts it using the same
dialect. .
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Black English cop-out

Arecentfedenlem'tdedﬂcn-'

of the failures of young black of the teachers were black: the
Js preposterous. And it could turn school had special programs for
out to be counterproductive. remedial reading and dictior les-

Whﬂebungaensiﬂntom sons and: appeared to have made
‘mental differences can be very - major efforts to help teach disad-
beneficial in the ‘teaching process, - vantaged pupils to learn to read
the requirement placed on the Ann- and write, and there was evidence
Arbor teachers is a cop-out. There  that black pupils used standard

was no evidence that the failures

of the young blacks were the result. “black English” only in casual
of teachers’ inability to understand.  conversation.

them. And even if there were such Asked Rowan, why blame the
evidence, it would not be reason * teachers when the pupils were fre-
enough for the court remedy. quently absent from school and

Somebody has it backwards. The
idea is for schools to teach pupils
how to get along in socieiy, not
the other way around.

The court decision requiring 28
teachers to study “black English”
for 20 hours followed a lawsuit filed
in hehalf of 11 black children who,
the judge ruled; spoke a dialect
that includes colloquial speech used
primarily by black persons in
informal conversation. Examples

given included “hé’ be gone” for -

“heisgone. and “to sell wuf tick-
ets,” meaning “to challenge to a
fight.” \ .

There is nothing inherently wrong

in informal colloquial conversation, -

nor in learning to understand
someone else’s colloquialisms

But the complaint that the Ann
Arbor teachers did not understand
the pupils’ conversational dialect
isa too-easy alibi for not learning.

Cari T. Rowan, whose syndicated
column appears in The Plain Deal-
er, has done research on the Ann
Arbor legal case. Rowan points out

Ann Arbor’s school superintend-
ent, Dr. Harry Howard, was quoted
this week as teachers would
not be teaching “black English” as
a result of the federal court deci-
sion. We certainly hope not.

Schools do not need to teach in
“black English” or any other spe-
cial dialect. There is a great need
for just the opposite, remedial

" courses in reading and writing, as
. well as basic mathematics — spe-.

cial programs to help people learn
how to communicate and figure.

How can people be expected to
get along, to be-succeasful and to
rise from poverty if they cannot
speak, write and read the language
of the society in which they hope
to succeed?

LEAD EDITORIAL
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The grestest burden blachs curry
MoVPAY Tuh L (6,(979

":9 . ‘ f .3 : § visita predominantly black high
»rige latls s
: isa’t a reason on earth why that

" ! Blacks have filed suit in Michi. . ' -comtrol
" " gan. with similar litiestine in . ::. the media, and nur pecple on

Cesmmenwes ste

: . whole do not use: the language
: prospect eisewhere, in an effort to America well encugh to make
i 8ct speciai “dilingual” instruction v B i
‘ ;‘:;ou be respewc?:jay,o’.’ mogh:e}: . - I & For 2 court to say “black Eng-
: " y PRI lish” i3 “2 foreign toague” and re-
instead of, “Michael, do you respect .| quire schools in Ann Arbor, Mich.
provokes L | g sl st o e g
| il that prvoks e T R i
| “black English” a derivative ofthe | Unguistic scparation that would
; Bantu hl:ngmge:,k a:s:d thus 2 “for- . ) guaraotee that they will zever
: ¢ign” language like panish, is very . . » x
serious. The pitiful reality is that .
millivas of black American young- .
sters grow up in environments .
where “white English” is rarely

spoken, newspapers, books and
magazines are not read regularty.
Taus poor central city black stu-
dents fare terribiy on standardized
tests because much of what is in
those tests “is Greek™ to them.
Let's accept the premise of a
cultural, envirenmental problem,
. although I wonder what happers
t0 the impact of television, which
ghetto blacks watch hour on hour,

and where “white English™ is
- used, '

There is still no sane reason for
scheols to say to black youngsters,
“We'll treat you as foreigoers and
use “black English” when we teach
you algebra, physics, biology.”

This would be a crime perpe-

@ e . v - -

- RTTT

—

N -y gty S22 %

- - et

syntax and embrace the mumbo-
Jumbo of ignorance — and dismiss
it:in the aame of “black pride.”

What we need is a massive allo-
cation of teschers and resources
0 remedial programs to teach
black children to speak, read and
write the language of their native

-

land,

Success will forever elude the
black American who cannot use the
Ianguage of this society, and those
who delude blacks into believing
that they can make it om “black
Eoplish” are coasigning a lot of
children to lives of bitter frustra.
ton.
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Is this why black J ohﬁhie ' C

WASHINGTON — I bave read
the dacision of U.S. District Judge
Charles W. Joiner in the celebrated
“black English” lawsuit in Ann
Arbor, Mich., and I am both amazed

whose population is 30% white,
13% black, 7% Asiam, Latin or

¢ Plaintiff students were “pro-
vided with amsistance in reading
belp and some of them have been
offered tailor-made programs in
oral reading aod phonics . . . The
evidence . . . suggests that each
teacher made every effort to heip
and used the many aod varied re.

s 4] Carl T
il Rowan
sources of the school system to try

in settings where it appears to0 be
the proper language.”

But why didn’t they learn to read?
Tle court noted that the plaintiffs
suifeted from “absences from ciass,

ing disabilities and emotiosal

“there is a lack of parental or home
support for developing reading
skilis im standard English, including
the absence of persous in the home
;'? read, enjoy and profit from

SUll, even though the court found
*“no evidence that any of the
teachers have In any way ianten
tionally caused psychological
barriers " Jodge Joiner

Modest herces win

Memories of an old frieod and
colleague, the late Bob A
nrged back in mind the other day,
triggered by the story of another
Amserican adventurer whe sacoess-
fully sailed the Atlaniic Ocean,
i Vughue Bescit, Va, W Fui

mouth, England, ia a tiny sailboat.

) Maory
did it in 1963 in 2 30-year-old sail-
boat that was 13% feet long.

What does matter is the timing.
Manry performad Lis sailing feat
first, and that, without taking any-
thing away (rom the hervic
Spiess, is the most important
advantage.

There were a lot of brave avia-
tors who flew the Atlantic alter
Charjes Lindbergh had blazed the
way, but it wasa't quite the same
achievement.

Bob Manry would have consid-
ered it ludicrous t0 mention his
name and his feat in the same
breath with that of Lindbergh, but
the individuai heroism bausally

‘was the very same. The measurs

of courage required either to fly
the Atlantic in a small plane or to

sail the Atlantic ia a tiny boat would -

a0t differ.

There was a striking similarity
in the personal modesty of the two

of
pews events, including, aaturaily,
many tales

§?

It was a passive rcle in life,
inside every copy editor i
hiddeo a Walter Milty wio vicari-
ously lives all the excitement that
passes beneath his editorial eye.

‘Whkat made Manry different,
however, was his own silent deter-
misation {0 live out the acventure
that gripped his imagination.
Sometirne in his journalistic career,
he decided to cross the Atlaotie

wi

~tim by surprise vhen his voyage

actually got under way.

“There comes a time,” he toid
bis wife, Virginia, “toat one must
decide of one’s oan dreams, either
to risk everything to achieve them

an’t read?

sioa strikes me as being far-fetche
ed. | am going to regard Joiner's
sociological assumptions as dubious
at best until we do about

He was 52 years old when e 3¢
sail from Fale-oath, Mass., on June

Manry was startied o learn that
be bad become a world celebrity,
He was amared that what bad
started out as a persomal, private
odyssey bad caught the fancy of
people everywhere, and he was
boyishly delighted to have won such
approval. It was strictly a bonug
that the trip had brought him fame,
though The most Lmportant return,
by far, waz the fulfillment of &
dream.

Those few summer days in 196%
made Bob Maory's life worthwhile.
They turned him from Walter Mitty
into a real-life hero. More impore
tant, what be did was a source of
gratification to a whole world of
men because his deed reassureq
them that adventure and heroism
and accomplishment sti'; were
within reach of ail, even the sim»
plest of men. :

It’s probably important to be re,
minded of that kind of valor and
dariug every now and then. Every:.
cne has his own lonely voyage to
make and it relieves tha joneliness
and fear 0 remember how splea-
didly men likc Bod Manry faced

to the challenge.
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IfBlack English Isn't a Language,
 Then Tell Me, What Is?

‘By James Baldwin

ST. PAUL DE VENCE, France —
The argument concerning the use, or
the status, o the reality, of black Eng-
lish is rooted in American history and
has absolutety nothing to do with the
question the argument supposes itself
%0 be posing. The argument has noth-
ing to do with language itseif but with
the role of language. Language, incon-
testably, reveais the speaker. Lan-
guage, also, far more dubiously, is
meant t0 define the other - and, in
this case, the other is refusing to be de-
fined by a language that has never

been able to recognize him.,

People evolve a language in order to
describe and thus control their cir-
cumstances, or in order not o be sub-
merged by a reality that they cannot

-Frenchman living in Paris spesks. a .

subtly and cyucially different lan-
guage from that of the man lving in
Marseilles; neither sounds very much
like a man living in Quebec; and they
would all have great difficuity in ap-
prehending what the man from Guade-
loupe, or Martinique, is saying, to say
nothing of the man from Senegal — al-
though the ‘‘common’’ language of ail
these aress is French, But each has
paid, and s paying, a different price
for this “common’ language. in
which, as it turns out, they are not say-

ing, and carnot be saying, the same
things: They each have very different
realities 10 articuiate, or control.

What joins all languiges, and all
men, is the necessity to confront life,
in order, not inconceivably, to outwit
death: The price for this is the
ance, and achisvement, of one’s tem-
poral identity. So that, for exampie,
though 1t is not taught in the schoois
(and this bas the potential of becoming
a political issue) the south of France
still clings to its ancient and musical
Provencal, which resists being de-
scribed as a ‘‘dialect.” And much of
te tension in the Basque countnes,
and 1n Wales, is due to the Basque and
Welsh determination not t0 ailow their
languages to be destroyed. This deter.
mination also feeds the flames in Ire.
land for among the many indig-.ice
the Insh have been forced to0 undergo

at English hands is the English con~
tempt for their language.

It goes without saying, then, that
language is aiso a political instru.
ment, means, and proof of power. It ix
the most vivid and crucial key to 1den-
tty: It reveals the pnivate ideutity,
and connects one with, or divorces one
from, the larger, public. ur communal
identity. There have been, and are,
times, and places, when (0 speak a cer-
tin language could be dangerous,
evan fatal. Or, one may speak the
same language, but in such & way that |

one's antecedents are reveaied, or
(one bopes) hidden. This is true in

France, and is absoiutely true in Eng- _

land: The range (and reign) of accents

wag going out of style.

Mr?aw.mmanmhisakc. and
have it, too, and it is late in the day (0
attempt to penalize black people for
having created a hngulge that per-
miuthomﬁatinmly;hip:;:;‘re::
ity, a language without whic
ntznwndhmmwmppedm
itis. .

1 say that this present skirmish is
rooted im Americaa history, and it is.
Black English is the creation of the
black diaspora. Blacks came to the
United States chained o each other,
but {rom different tribes: Neither
couid speak the other's language. it
two black peuple, at that bitter hour of
the world's history, had been able t0

to each other, the institution ol
chattei slavery couid never have
lasted as long as it did. Subsequently,
the slave was given, under the eye,
and the gun, of his master, Congo
Square, and the Bible — or, in other

words, anvi under these conditions, the
slave began the formaton of the black
church, and it is within thus unprece.
" dented tabernacle that black English
began to be formed. This was not,
merely, as in the European exampie,
the aduption of a (oreign tongue, but an
alchemy that transformed ancient eles

22

ments into & new language: A lan
guage comaes into existence by means
of braial necessity, and the rules of the
lang:age are dictated by what the lan-
guage nust convey. :

1am curious to know what defi-
nition of lanauage is to be trusted.

A people at the center of the Western
world, and in the midst of sohostile a
population, has not endured and tran-
scended by means of what is patroniz-
ingly catled a “dialect.” We, the
blacks, are in trouble, certainiy, but
we are not doomed, and we are not
inarticulate because we are not com-
peiled to defend a morality that we
know tobea lie.

The brutal truth is that the bulk of
the white people in America never had
any interest in educating biack people,
except as this could serve white pur-
poses. It is not the black child’s lan-
guage-that is in question, it is not his

that is despised: It is his ex-
periencs. A child cannot be taught by
anyone whe despises him, and a child
cannot afford to be fooled. A child can.
not be taught by snyone whose de-
mand, essemtially, is that the child re-
pudiate his experience, and all that

[4%
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gives him sustenance, and enter a_
limbo in which he will no longer be
black, and ia which he knows that he
can never become white. Bl_ackpeople
have lost tos many biack children that
way. ) .

And, after all, finally, in a country

with standards so untrustwoithy, 2 o
country that makes heroes of %o nany
criminal aesdiocrities, a country un. .
able to {ace why 30 i.:..iy Of the non-
white are im prison, or vit the needle, or
standing, fatureless, w Uw stocets — 1t
myv«ywubematbommccmld.

" and his eider, bave coucludcdlmat
have nothing whatever to leam
mn;mmcoummm
mapagedtelesrusalittle. . -,
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d Dialect

1ot ot that account less inteiligent, less
_adniubh or less anything eise than

coniiime ..

1 have just finished reading, in The clude *let it all bang owt” and “put the Madison Coffes Shop?® is the stand- -
New York Times, James Baliwin's elo- {on#’s] businessin the street.” ard English version. But ask me that
quent defense of “hlack English.” and I This s siang—the deliberate substitu. question oa the telephone and I won't
am fascinated. tion of words or phrases for standard know whether your reference is to my

What fascinates me isnot merely the - words or phrases that the speaker also present location or to my lunchttme
fact that his piece is datelinad St. Panl Imows. Black English has more t0 do  habits.
de Vence, France, or that, like most de-  with tanses and syntax, the way words But even this misses the point of the
fenses of the peculiar dialect of the arearranged or omitted. current debate over hlack English,
black American siums, it is written in “She'is & foxy mama” fs not hlack What is at issus is not the question of
flawless standard English, but siang. Anyone who uses  definitions but the question of what the

What fascinates me is that Bald- the expression knows that “foxy” has schools should do about black English,
win's article is not & defense of black nothing to do with small, dog-like ani- Should teachers try to learn biack
English at all, but. & paean.to. black malsand that “mama® has no reference English? Should they merely learn to
siang and its influence standard  to maternity. respect it as a legitimate separate lan-
Enplish. C : “She a beautiful womsn,” on the guagé? Should they try to eradicate it

These are not the ssma things, and  other hand, le Mack Englob boeamen o 253 Lusiall alamdard Bugiish in it
were not likely to settle the debats the missing copulative“is.” ~ piace? Or shouid they simply proceed
now raging over the of *“Don't you be at the Madison Cotfee t0 teach the standard without refer.
black English until we understand the = Shop?™is a black Engtish question for enceto black English?
difference. which there iz no stand. The answers, it seems to me, must

Baldwin’s examples, for instance, in- ard Engtish counterpart, “Aren't yoa at vary with the skills, ths attitudes and

m—— ——
S—— g,

‘the persanalities of individusl teachers. the child whose home language is
One teacher might be effective with  standard English,

2 Youtsach-mevyourlanguageandIil- Second, they muost understand, and
teach-youmine approach, while an- convey to their children, that while it s
other using the same approach might necessary to learn standard English for
coms off as a big phony. use In the clamroom or on the job,
- One teacher might find that it works  other diaiects may be more appropriate
“well to accept correct answers in any  for other circumstances,

diziect whatever, while, st the same  Black English may be as appropriate
tims, trying to teach standard English. .om the playground or in a fight as the
* Another might find more effective the archaic theeand-thou style is in church
Berittz totalimmersion method, in oratprayer. Both would be out of place
which only standard English is permit- in the classroom or in e personne! of-
ted in the classroom. fice.

Only two things strike me s manda. .  The trick for teachers is to heip their
tory. First, teachers must learn, and children becoms fluent in the standard
‘keep reminding themseives, that a dialect without making them fee! infe-
‘child. who comes to school speaking rioc because of the dialect they learned
blzck: English (or any other dialect) is athome.

As Baldwin put itz A child canriot be

faught by anyone who despises him.” .

- N ce " . -
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Teachers at the Martin Luther King
tary School, in Ann Arbor,
will have to' take a 20-hoar

- coursein “black English.”

The course is part of thctgggg
Tesponse to a recent :
wkzeomnuingthaz‘bhckﬁngush’

0 of 2 child's inability to iecarn.

Judge Charles W. Joiner's basic rul-

ing, for all the misa ions, mis.

conceptions and ridicule that have sur-
rounded the case, makes some sensa.

It seems reasonable to warn teachers

against

~ teach. Some specch patterns—mishan.

diing of certain diphthongs, or the
dropping of copulative verbs or final
" consonants, for instance—may indicate
speech defects or even learning disabil-
in a child whose home langusge is
standard English. (“Dey goin’* instead.
of “They are going.” The same Patterns
fn childrea whose home language is
“black English” may indicate nothing
pathaiogical whatewes, .

Enowing the diference can deter.
mine whether 2 o:l:,ildab i:lsent off to a
speech pathologist, labeled “learning
. disa led,” or kapt in the regular class

room for instruction in reading,

The Ana Arbor course is supposad to
help teachers learn to make the distine-
tions between pattern and pathology. A
bearing on the pian is scheduied for
today, It's impossible to predict
whether the plan will work~or even to
know how to determine: whether jt
works or not. But- one thing is easy
enough to predict: that the suit, the
judge's ruling and the plan designed to
" implement that ruling will all be misin.
terpreted 2s a scheme to reinforce in
black children speech patterns that will
do them long-term harm.

Kaimowitz, the attorney for the
11 plaintiifs in the case, stresses over
and aover that the case is not about
teaching black English, or denying the
Recessity of teaching standard English.

“The case is reaily about teaching
children 20 read,” he insists. “It is not
an accident that King is an elementary
school. It these children had been in
high school, I wouldn't have brought
the suit.

“What we are talking about is teach-
ing children to read without turning
thiem off, without teachers deciding, on
the basis of their speech patterns, that
they caanot learn. .

“The fact is that children who are
black and poor tend to have this pat-
te:n, and a lot of peopic make the s

take of thinking thae they are unintelli-
gent because of it.
“I want the children to learn to speak
En of course. The
schoolshzutoseotottthztthey!earn

it But the first thing is to teach them to
read” )

If that Is how it turns out, Gabe Kai-

' mowitz will get no opposition from me.

What makes me nervous is my fear
that some teachers will misinterpret
what has happened in Ann Arbor to
mean that there is no need to insist that

learn English.

If black English is 2 valid language,
and if it serves the fundamental pur-.
Pose language is suppased 10 SETVe—

- “The case is not gbout

teaching black English,

or denying the necessity

of teaching standard

Engiish. ‘The case is

really about teaching
children to read.’”

communication—then why not just let
the children contigue Speaking the way
they do?
" The answer is that language commu.
nicates not just the idea of the speaker
but aiso {deas about the speaker. And
one of the principal notions conveyed
by the use of hlack English-is 2 lack of
intelligence, :
Indeed, that is what the Ann Arbor
case was abou?: teachers inferring men-
tal limitations from the fact that their
children spoke a nonstandard dialect.
.The20-hour course is designed to help a
handful of teachers at one particuiar
sch&ol learn that the inference is in.
valf

But who is supposed to teach the rest
of soclety? Will employers and college
admissions officers and screening com-
mittees have to undergo 20-hour
courses in black English (and other low-
prestige dialects) in order to learn thae
speech styles are not necessarily a
measure of intellectual ability?

It makes far more sense to me that
schools should accept it as 2 major part
of their respoasibility to give their sty.

-dents fluency in the high-prestige dia-

lect we call standard English. It may be
the most important thing the schoois
will ever do, :

I
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‘Black
= :. What that case is about
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‘.. ByHeward A. Mims
. The recent “black English” law-
suit. in which U.S.- District Judge
Charles W. Joioer ruled in favor of
11 black children in Ann Arbor,
. Mick, was not brought in an effort
te force the teaching of black
The judge's

:
j
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» director of the NAACP, epitomired
- this dissemination of misinforma-
tiem ‘In Ms comments which ap-

peared in the Cleveland Call and ° D7

*-Post July 14

f‘ * “Onee more, the gquestion of
! whether 30 called ‘dlack Englisk’
- isa distinctive language that should

thpublle:cboolsisadnuda‘

erime.....
- Direttly contradicting Hooks®
asswmptions is this statement {rom

- - the efficial “m-morandun opinion

uly 13: “This is not an issue on
of the plaintifts to reqmire
that they be taught ‘black English’
or that their instruction throughout

':ld order” filed by Judge Joiner
the

Fer further clarification, the

Judge’s opinion goes on: “The issue
before this court is whether the:
defendant (Ana Arbor) school board
has violated Sectioa 1703({) of Title
* 20 of the Unitad States Code as its .
_ actions relate to 11 black children

« spesk 3 version of ‘black English.’
» ‘Wack vernacular’ or ‘Black dialect’
* a8 their home and comenunity lan-
guage that impedes their equal
participation is the instructional
programs, and that the school Aas
80t (akes apprepriate action to
overcome this barrier.” (ltalics

[

Ey 1000
English’ ¢/

jamin L Hooks. exscutive -

. the theory that the learning of

. ‘inferiorandmthmbyte'rndou -

. teenlomentert

. . v —— ——

Sram
Opinien/
Analysis/
Commentary

L 31
P . is ruling, 18 my op:nion, is not
The court found that the 11 chil- u:?.::”tm:n" “y‘ B:mpcm" ae
dren had a0t developed-readinf  g130eg in the Plain Dealer editorial.
skills and a3 a result were at 3 3 45 5 reasoned ar? moderate
distinct disadvamtage in theif* ; g ment based on the expert
school’s instructional program. i.cimony of leading scholars in
Their teachers testified that they o g linguistics.

In fact, the ruling could ulti.
mately be & landmark decision

4 having far-veaching effects em

"V teacher educstion programs, and
thereby on the lives of untold
aumbers of black children and
others who speak noo-prestige or
noastandard dialects.

Based ea this finding, Joiner
reascned that “failure on the part
of the defendant (school board) to
develop 2 program to assist their
teachers te take inte account the
home Janguage in teaching standard
English may de one of the caases
(italics mine) of the childrea’s
reading probiems.”

T:e learning barrier referred to
the court was not foand to exist
because the teachers did not

the pupils’ conversa-
tional dialect as was incorrectly
assumed in an Aug. 13 Plain Dealer
editorial. Not only could the teach-
ers understand the ctildren. the
court also concluded that the chil-
drea could waderstand the
teachers.

In addition, the children were
found to be able to switch to :
standard English while ia school. ment of speech and hearing at

The barrier occusred, reasoned iaveland State University. He
the judge, bacause of tbe teachers’ loctures oa black English as it re-
attitade toward their students’ ‘a(0S (o education and teaches
ssme and sommumity dislact. The course oo this {?b)ﬂ.‘f- He is the
folloring excerpts from the judge’s bost of ~Images,” a CSU-sponsored
opinion explain his thinking on radio forum heard Suzdays om
“teacher issensitivity.” WJIMO-AM at 2 pm. acd on

- *The research evidence supports WDOR-FM at 4 a.m.

1 woonder if some who criticized
the judge's ruling read his opinioa
with care and “whether their
preconceived notioas aboat the na-
ture of language and of social dia-
lects colored what they read.

Edvecatocs and the genaral publie
need to know more about this sub-
Joct. There is a need for information
about the true mature of spoken
language and of social dialects.

Educators, especially, need (o be
familiar with scientific studiss on
the harmiful effects suifered by
pupils and other speakers as a re-
sult of the reactions of teachers
and cther listeners who reject cer-
tain dialects.

_ Howard A. Mims. PAD, is an
associate profess i in the depart-

reading can be burt.by teachers
who reject studeats because of the |
‘mistakes’ or "errors’ made in oral . .
speech by ‘black English’ speaking

chiliren who are learning standard

Eaglish. This comes about because ..
‘black English' is commonly Do
thought of as an inferior method

of speech, and those who wse the

svstem may be thcught of as 'dumbd’ ° -

or ‘inferiof’ ... In the process of

attempting to teach the studeats

how to speak standard English the

students are made somebow to feel -

" from the learning process.. .

The remedy urged by the 11 ,
plaintiffs was that the Ann Arbor
sch-sol board be required 1o “iden-
tify each studeat who speaks ‘dlack

- First of two articles

English’ and then use the best of
the knowledge ... t» taach the
childrens how to resd and wrile
standard Eaglish.”

Educaters, licguisis, spesch pa-
thologists and oters will be looking
with intarest Lo see how the Leacher
training plaa submitiad by the Ann
Ashor schest beard Wil  be
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:On ‘Black English’

By Howard A. Mims

For one year. teachers in the
Martin Luther King Elementary
.School in Ana Arbor. Mich.. will
fearn about “black English.” as
_otdered by U.S. District Judge
Charies W. Joiner in a case brought
by 11 black children. .

This tewcher training program
- will be Gesigned to enable teachers
* o recognize “black English™ fea.
.;tures and. hopefully. to instill

the teachers respect for “bdlack
, English” as a legitimate dialect.

% For information.about a none
. standard dialect to have meaning,
* teachers must understand some

Ladacd }

oy

-, basic facts about the nature of

‘language and of dialects.

. In my frequent lectures on this
subject to_educators here and 1n
- other parts of the nauon. [ have
found gross misconceptions about
the pature of dialects and of lan-
guages. [n addition. I have discov-
ered that educators are largely
usaware of studies whicit show that
-teachers’ reactions to certawny dra.
- lects sometimes unintentionaily
interfere . with the process of suc-
- cessfully teaching certain children,
* “To help-correct this suuauen. |
¢ introduced into the curriculum of
the department of speech and
hearing at Cleveland State Univer-
ity the course, “Semunar in Urban
Language Patterns.” Unfortunately,

-2 100 few colleges and universities

2 offer a course of this nature.

Teacher education programs

- should provide traiming on this
subject Tor any student who might

‘ work in 'communities where non-
standard dialects are commonly
spoken.

Such a course would include de-
tailed information about the nature
of fanguage and basic facts and
concepts of modern linguistic
theory.

Systematic and rule-governed
differences exist between lan-

Second of two articles
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guages. Specialists 1n tus area, the
linguists, observe languages and
note their systematic differences.

Each language is a collection of .
similar dialects. Dialects, Like lan.
guages. differ from each other in
terms of pronunciation, vocabulary,

, grammar and prosody.

The dialects of the English lan-
guage. for example. have more
siilarities thaa differences. Thus,
speakers of different dialects of the
same language can communcate
with relative ease.

When the systematic rules of
peonunciation, vocabulary, gram-
mar and prasody differ so greatly
that communication betweea two

" individvais 13 impossible. they are,
by definition, speaking two dilfer-
ent languages.

Every speaker of a language
speaks some dialect of 1t or 2
enmbination of dialects. No sungle
dialect of a language is the lan-
guage. But in every language there
i3 a conuinuum tn terms of prestige
from the iowest to the highest.
High-presuge dialects are cailed
stangacd dialects. and low-prestige
diaiects are called nonstandard
dialects.

A dialect derives its prestige
from the power and influence of
those who speak it. The dialects of
those of power. inflluence and
education become the standard
dialects of a language. and the iit-
erature. science and records are
written using the vocadbulary and
grammar that approximates the
standard dialects.

Unfartunately. we learn dialect
prejudices just as we learn pregu-
dires about groups of people. The
prejudice s often .compounged
when scorned persons and scorned
dialects are combined. Historicaily
and sociologicaily this has happened
to black people :n this country.

“Black English. “ then. 1s a diaiect
of English. spoken in some degree
by about &u'a or more of biack
speakers at one (ime or another. [t
is as systemauc and as rule-gov-
erned as anv other dialect. The
teachers’ knowiedge of (hese svs-
tematic rules will zelp them re-
spond appropriately 10 the “black
English”* speaking chuid.

. ey ol lq
Ailanguage with rules

1f a teacher tries t0 teach stand.
ard English pronunciations to thus .
chiid without understanding the rule
differences between the two dia-
lects. the teacher’s efforts will de
randomt and ineffective. The

" teacher might incorrectly conclude

that the child 13 “dumb” or “"stub~
born™ or both. The child will most
likely meet witn frustration and
failure.

Teachers must be careful apt to
reject the offerings Sf chiidren wno
may, for instance. read aloud in
class umng “black English”
pronunciations for standard English
texts: {f reading comprehension nas
taken place. the teacher should
coavey pleasure with the child’s
comprehension. The child has a
right to benefit {rom this success
and should be made 1o {eei good
about his abilities. .

Our language is as close to us as
our skin. and our person 18 assaulted
when our language 13 attacked oc
rejecteu. This i3 a psychological
fact of Ife iv ~hich eachers must
be sensitive.

The teacher has to build on the
dialect the child drings to school.
as the child may oniy have this

. form of communication at ks, her

disposal. The child 1s remnforced in
the use of this language by family
and peers who also speak it.

We tend to absorb the speech
patterns of those we love. admire
and with whom we 1dentify. When
the child's dialect 13 rejecied. the
cmld experiences a sense of shame
waich embraces seif. ioved ones
and commumty. It 13 1a tms delicate
area of the child's psyche and seil-
worth that the teacher must tread
carefully.

Once the “dblack English” speak-
ing child masters the rules of
standard English. there must be
motivation and the opportunity to
uve the new standard English rule
svstem with speakers with whom
he or she identfies. The child must
want to be a part of this new worid
of standard English speakers if this
optional way of expression i3 (0 be
learned.

At the same time, the child must
feel {ree to use the commumity
language without having any
sugma attached to it. The problem
of dialect prejudice is in the ear
and mind of the listener and not 1n
the mouth of the speaker.

Mims 13 an assocrate prolessor
is the depariment of speecs an{
bearing at Clovelard State Univer-
sity. e also s the hoat of “Images.”
a CSU-spoasered radio ‘ocum beard

-Sandays ea RIMO-AM and

Fooere .
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Sample Composition
Appalachiian English

It was a long time ago we lived coal city. My father he was working
T2 ¥ 4

in the mines and my mother gtsvd home. It was prity nice their and
we dida't live but two mil %ro:n the hard top. We6was gone Yo school
right there and didn't have to walk gg,igé. My siségks was borned at
home but 1 ‘f.s borned '1n the hospital’:the didn't have :;ouanimalfs at
our house but gver oncet and awile a stray animal come ‘to the house.
My best friend 18a a pet possim till they had to get rid of it.

I wish I had me a dog but %& mother ghe said that we could'nt take
care of it 1fzae had 1it. Thats one thiggﬁl slvays qgggé‘a dog but

I was never abcl to get one. Theys a luﬁﬂ; lot you can do with a

dog 1f you get one. You can tck%g them 3r9unt1ng and just have them

E;f you company round the house. Practicaly all my kin folk has

one. I know I %c_’;_e to get one when 1 %?ave my own house. 34
1= organization/coherence
2= mechanical
3= dislect difference
1. 3 No prep 19. 3 intrustive ¢t
2. 2 Capitalization 20. 2 spelling
3. 2 ” 21. 3 past tenae form
4. 3 pleonastic pronoun 22, 2 gpelling
5. 2 spelling 23. 3 peraonal dative
6. 2-3 gpelling I metathesis 24, 2 contraction rule
7. 2 spellimg 25. 2 spostrophe
8. 3 adverbial but 26. 1 atylistic focus
5. 3 plural with veigths Aneasures 27. 2 apelling
10. 3 lexical difference 28. 2 apelling
11. 2-3 concord, apedling gone 29, 2-3 existentisl they, apostrophe
12, 2 spelling 30. 2 apelling
13. 3 concord 31. 2 gpelling
14, 3 regulari-ation of verb 32. 3 unstreased syllable deletion
15. 3 concord 33. 2 apelling
16. 3 regularization of verb 34, 3 concord
17. 3 negative concord 35. 2-3 apelling, based on
18. 3 adverb ever pronunciation

REST COPY AVAILABLE
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Writing Influence: A Vietnamese English Example

lost in a Store

As 1 vas playing on By granéfather's

la 2b
farms a Blizzard suddenly appeared. _and

I was 30 scared and 1 called wy grand-
3a,d & 3 6> 7a

5 father's and Ee said — What 15 gt 1 say to hinm
there s an bdli{zzard outside and my
9a,b .
graadfather's got a big stick and hic
10 11a 12%

hiz. and the 1izzard Tan avay and
one night wvhen I wvent to sleep a wolf

10 Cace to my barn and stale some of mv
13a 1%b 15a
gov and one morning I walkup and
162 17a

one of my cov were pissing and I called

18b 18 20b 21b
By grandfather's end He safd _ wvhat s it
22b 23a

and one night we make a hole and there
242 25a 26
15 is zany fire under the hole __ and the
27a 282 29b
sand vere en the hole. and ve vent to
30b
sleep and The volf case to our barn and
312 32a 33 a
vhen he step on the holg_ge fall down
35a 36a 37 38a 39b 40a
and burn hio and he die - Ve live
4la

20 hapoilv after.




Black Euglish Writing Sample

This leve all doinz very well so fore. But Jonas yct sick. He
be better some days and some days he don't. :

So we have move. Flossie lives out south now. Lillian bes over
there most o’ the time.

Jonas just soon he get better he going write you.

You all ask did the children go away for summer. No, they was
at home.

1 hope you and Gale is C.K. We glad about the new baBy come
so come back to Chicago ware you all will have a baby sitter in that
me.

Thank you for sead the package. You all don't know how it help
out.

Jonas say it was a letter from you in it was a money order in
it. See, he put it on the tzble in someone came to look at the house

_ when they lait he did fine it was gone. PBut we got it back so I am sending
.+it you so you all can sicnd a other one.

Don't thini: heart of me for not done wrote you all before know,
I will writc more next time. We all sent love. This all tell next time.
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Desr Professor %2Lr SOLF3AM

niversity of District of Zolumbia

and Center for Applies Linguistics

Pashington District of Solumbia

The Ninited States of Amerizg

Dear Prof. WiLr,

T ar sorry to take the liberty of typing you this lette~
=ithout your pe~miseion, ¥ am o younz Chinese and also

8 falthlful reader of your articles publisted 4n the fespss

of A¥ERIZAN SPEECH. vour brilliant exposition in tre

srticles cannot but cal} forth fn me o feelinz of profogna
respect to your studies after enjoying them. Trese
‘riicles are so Quite original that they are gtated not
only ressonably but vividly and vigorously. 7T cannot
nelp feeling that they are rare specimens of 2o0d w!ting
And alwiys 1ncessnntly make me want to becore YOour student
83 they are read agsin and 8gain. 7T ardently love

Arericsin Tnglish ang T am quite interested in Studving 1,

) Now J amr a sl.op-assisart serving in St.anghel, china ae ne
8ge of 24, only in tre eveninzsneve I time to ssugy
Arerican nzlish without anyone's help, that mesns T stuyiy -
it only by nyself, so T am poor {n 4t byt eager fnowm the
knovledge of stanga=2 American Enzlis:.. youw ertizlec gre

worthL reesding and Studving {prom which 7T benefited constien.

ablv. JIf T can become your student to leawn v, T @111 faar
grestly konoured. You are topnoch, estimable snd a legrned
scholsr $a my mind. 1 hope there {s o &00d outlook for youw
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